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Brant von Goble       May 2017 255 Pages 
Directed by: Antony D. Norman, Jie Zhang, and Gary Houchens 
Educational Leadership Doctoral Program Western Kentucky University 
In order to assess the effects of the Goal-driven, Resilient, and Influential Teens 
(GRIT) program on social and emotional learning and academic performance in high 
schools throughout Kentucky, data from several sources were compiled and analyzed. 
These sources included results from the Student Engagement and Performance (STEP) 
survey, an instrument developed by the Rock Solid Evaluation Team at Western 
Kentucky University and administered yearly to high school students and teachers, and 
school-level academic and socioeconomic data from the Kentucky Department of 
Education. Additional data on fidelity of GRIT program implementation were obtained 
from FranklinCovey, the GRIT program’s developer and publisher. 
Analyses of the aforementioned data were conducted using correlations, partial 
correlations, and t-tests. The results suggest that there is an inverse relationship between 
poverty and SEL levels as perceived by students and teachers. They also suggest that 
SEL correlates with academic performance (ACT scores) after controlling for poverty, 
school size, and ethnic composition, but that this correlation accounts for relatively little 
in the way of variance of academic performance levels. Interpreting these results was 
complicated by the inconsistency of the relationship between student and teacher 
perceptions of SEL within a school. While student and teacher survey responses correlate 
to a certain extent, the strength of these correlations varies greatly from year to year and 
xii 
by the construct and sub-constructs measured. Finally, no clear pattern emerged in SEL 
score changes over time. These results indicate that further research on effective, 
consistent measurement of SEL; the effects of the GRIT program on SEL; and the 
relationship between SEL and academic performance and demographic factors is 
warranted. 
1 
CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 
Background 
Educators, researchers, and administrators are finding students to be more 
emotionally vulnerable and less resilient than they were in years past. This, they argue, 
has led to a greater need for mental health services in college and has complicated the 
process of educating students (Gallagher, 2015; Gray, 2015; Lukianoff & Haidt, 2015). In 
an attempt to promote student resilience and grit, the Goal-driven, Resilient, and 
Influential Teens (GRIT) program is being deployed as part of the United States 
Department of Education-funded kid-FRIENDLy (Kids, Focused, Responsible, 
Imaginative, Engaged, and Determined to Learn) initiative. GRIT is a limited-scale 
program at present and is only being conducted in select schools in the Green River 
Regional Educational Cooperative (GRREC) and the Ohio Valley Educational 
Cooperative (OVEC) regions (Loy, 2014; Mason, 2014). Based on Stephen Covey’s The 
7 Habits of Highly Effective People, GRIT is an adaptation of the Leader in Me program, 
which was developed for younger students (Goble et al., 2015; Mason, 2014). Like all 7 
Habits training, GRIT focuses on improving social and emotional learning (SEL) and 
skills of learners through presentation of the 7 Habits and their integration into the school 
physical environment, culture, and leadership. These 7 Habits are: 1. Be Proactive; 2. 
Begin with the End in Mind; 3. Put First Things First; 4. Think Win-Win; 5. Seek First to 
Understand, Then to be Understood; 6. Synergize; and 7. Sharpen the Saw 
(FranklinCovey, 2014). While these are shared by all of the 7 Habits training systems, 
each implementation of 7 Habits training has been modified for the benefit of the 




number of students and teachers in the GRIT program, its effectiveness has not yet been 
demonstrated through empirical research. 
 The GRIT program will be deployed for a total of three years in select schools, 
after which federal funding will stop, and the schools will need to determine if they will 
continue the program using their own resources.  
 The Rock Solid Evaluation Team, in which this researcher played a part, was 
established at Western Kentucky University to assess the relationship between the GRIT 
program and student SEL. This was done partially through the development and 
deployment of a survey intended to measure student SEL as perceived by teachers and by 
the students themselves as well as by the analysis of the results of this survey. 
Statement of the Problem 
 Although there has been some research into the effectiveness of similar SEL 
programs, GRIT is a new program and has been not been subject to extensive review 
outside of that conducted by the Rock Solid Team. Given the considerable resources (of 
both time and money) being expended on GRIT, this lack of validation of its 
effectiveness is a major concern. It is difficult to determine without well-designed 
research if GRIT is a good use of federal, district, and school-level resources and is 
worthy of more widespread deployment. This poses a major problem for decision-makers 
at every level of the educational system. It also poses a problem for potential community 
sponsors and supporters of the GRIT program as well as parents of students participating 
in the GRIT program, all of who must decide how much they wish to invest of their time 
and energy into supporting the program. Finally, FranklinCovey, the developer of the 




GRIT or to use to improve the GRIT program, and this stands limit the organization’s 
ability to promote this program using compelling, data-driven arguments. 
Purpose of the Study 
 The purpose of this study is to determine what, if any, effect the GRIT program 
has on SEL in participating schools, controlling for various academic and non-academic 
factors. To achieve this end, the researcher will examine pre-post SEL scores in GRIT 
schools and will evaluate the potential relationship between SEL and several confounding 
factors, including that between school demographics and SEL and that between school-
level academic performance and SEL. Finally, the researcher will examine the 
relationship between student and teacher STEP survey scores to determine the extent to 
which student and teacher perceptions of student SEL correlate. This last analysis has the 
potential to provide some insight into the consistency of SEL measures and perceptions 
from different instruments and observers—information critical to assessing the overall 
reliability of SEL measurements and research based on them. All of these analyses will 
be conducted with extensive use of Rock Solid SEL survey data, school fidelity of 
program implementation (FOPI) data from FranklinCovey, and data provided by the 
Kentucky Department of Education. 
Significance of the Study 
 Aside from that conducted by the Rock Solid Evaluation Team, almost no 
research has been done on the impact of GRIT. Additionally, no published research 
appears to be available on the relationship between GRIT and academic and non-
academic (socioeconomic status, school ethnic composition, etc.) factors in school. Thus, 




considerable investments of time, money, and energy being made into GRIT by schools, 
educators, students, school leaders, the U.S. Department of Education, and 
FranklinCovey, this research is significant in that it may shape discussions of the 
effectiveness of the GRIT program and discussions of how and where it may be best 
employed. 
Research Questions 
 In order to assess the relationship between measured SEL performance and 
academic and non-academic factors, the impact of the GRIT program, and the 
consistency of student and teacher measures of student SEL, the researcher will ask the 
following eight questions:  
1. To what extent do school demographic (free/reduced lunch rates, ethnic   
composition of the school [white v. nonwhite], and school size) factors   
correlate with student SEL survey (Student Engagement and Performance   
[STEP] instrument) scores and sub-scores across schools on a year-by-year  
basis (Year 0, Year 1, Year 2)? 
2. To what extent do school demographic factors correlate with teacher STEP 
survey scores and sub-scores across schools on a year-by-year basis (Year  
0, Year 1, Year 2)? 
3. To what extent do academic performance factors (average school ACT scores 
and sub-scores) correlate with student STEP survey scores and sub-scores 




4. To what extent do academic performance factors correlate with teacher STEP 
survey scores and sub-scores across schools on a year-by-year basis (Year  0, Year 
1, Year 2)? 
5. To what extent do student STEP survey scores and sub-scores correlate  
with school academic performance after controlling for school demographic  
factors? 
6. To what extent do teacher STEP survey scores and sub-scores correlate with 
school academic performance after controlling for school demographic factors? 
7. To what extent do student and teacher average STEP scores and sub-scores 
(scales) correlate on a year-by-year basis at kid-FRIENDLy high schools? 
8. Is there a significant difference between Year 0 (baseline) and Year 1 or Year 2 
STEP scores at participating GRREC and OVEC schools (controlling for FOPI)? 
Definitions of Key Terms 
 Academic factors. Measures of school-level academic performance. For the 
purposes of this research, consists of ACT score/sub-score data as obtained from the 
Kentucky Department of Education. 
 Fidelity of program implementation (FOPI). Measures the extent to which the 
GRIT program has been effectively implemented, as determined by FranklinCovey. This 
measure consists of a three-point scale: red (poor implementation); yellow (marginal 
implementation); and green (effective implementation). 
 Green River Regional Educational Cooperative (GRREC). “A nonprofit 




central Kentucky,” serving more than 140,000 students, 19,000 teachers, and 250 schools 
(Green River Regional Educational Cooperative, 2014). 
 Grit. “Perseverance and passion for long-term goals,” (Matthews & Kelly, 2007, 
p. 1087).  
 Non-academic factors. School-level socioeconomic (SES) data, as measured by 
percentage of students receiving free or reduced rate lunches, as well as school ethnic 
composition (percent white) as reported by the Kentucky Department of Education. 
 Ohio Valley Educational Cooperative (OVEC). “A consortium of 13 school 
districts serving over 55,000 students in north central Kentucky,” (Ohio Valley 
Educational Cooperative, n.d.). 
 Kids, Focused, Responsible, Imaginative, Engaged, and Determined to Learn 
(kid-FRIENDLy) program. “The largest Race to the Top-District project funded to date 
by the US Department of Education,” covering the GRREC and OVEC regions of 
Kentucky (kid-FRIENDLy KY, 2016). 
 Race to the Top District (RTT-D) programs. Federal initiatives designed to 
“support improvements in teaching and learning that leads to improved student 
outcomes,” (U.S. Department of Education, 2016).  
 Rock Solid Evaluation Team. An organization within Western Kentucky 
University dedicated to educational program evaluation (Western Kentucky University, 
2015). 
 Social and emotional learning (SEL). “The process through which children and 
adults acquire and effectively apply the knowledge, attitudes, and skills necessary to 




for others, establish and maintain positive relationships, and make responsible decisions,” 
(Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning, 2016). 
 Student Engagement and Performance (STEP) instrument. A survey developed by 
the Rock Solid Evaluation Team to gauge student SEL and teacher perceptions of student 
SEL. It relies primarily on Likert-type scale questions, comes in two versions (grades k-4 
and grades 5-12), and is administered electronically. 
Summary 
 While some of the factors that will be analyzed in this research are relatively 
straightforward (average school ACT scores and sub-scores, for instance), many of the 
critical components of SEL are somewhat less intuitive in their measures and definitions. 
Additionally, the concepts of grit and resilience have specific meanings in relationship to 
the GRIT program and the 7 Habits. The next chapter will provide an examination of 
these concepts and their relationship to each other by way of a partial review of the 





CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The purpose of the Goal-driven, Resilient, and Influential Teens (GRIT) program 
is essentially twofold. First, it is to promote the development of grit, a concept 
popularized by Angela Duckworth. Second, it is to promote social and emotional learning 
(SEL) by way of promoting the techniques within The 7 Habits of Highly Effective 
People (Mason, 2014). Thus, two somewhat different concepts need be understood in 
order to make sense of the GRIT program. Additionally, it is worth noting that many 
other SEL programs have been developed and deployed across the globe. Although the 
GRIT program has been subject to relatively little research, these other programs and 
their impact on students have been researched. Any research into the effectiveness of the 
GRIT program needs be informed by this existing research. 
 The measurement of SEL and grit is no mean feat. More than one definition of 
SEL exists, and the instruments used to measure SEL vary considerably. The research 
within the dissertation was conducted with an instrument developed by the Rock Solid 
Evaluation Team, in which this researcher played a part. The instrument’s concepts and 
construction were based on a substantial body of research and existing instruments. In 
order to understand how this instrument functions (and what it was designed to measure), 
one need know something of the underlying theories, including the constructs and sub-
constructs around which it was designed. 
 The matter of SEL and its relationship to academic and non-academic factors and 
outcomes is of the utmost relevance to this research. Even if one can agree upon 




SEL program) and their relationship to academic and social factors need be examined. 
Depending upon the worldview and referenced body of research to which one subscribes, 
one may argue that grit is highly relevant, somewhat relevant, or largely irrelevant to 
one’s chances of success in life. Grit and SEL’s relevance to and relationship with life 
outcomes and circumstances should be established through an examination of the existing 
research rather than being taken for granted. Even if they are found to be relevant, the 
extent to which they are found to be teachable is also worthy of investigation. If SEL and 
grit are teachable, programs such as GRIT may have a positive impact; however, if they 
are either innate or so greatly influenced by non-school factors as to be beyond the 
control of any educational initiative, GRIT is bound to have little, if any, impact. 
 Finally, this review of the literature need consider the possibility that perceptions 
of SEL in students may vary greatly from teacher to student as both student- and teacher-
reported measures of student SEL will be analyzed. This matter of measurement is 
critical to understanding and refining SEL research. Ideally, student and teacher 
observations in trends of student SEL will correlate, but such is not guaranteed. If they do 
not, an explanation for this discrepancy will need to be considered in a later chapter. 
Defining Key Concepts 
Grit and Its Effects 
 Grit has been defined as “perseverance and passion for long-term goals . . . [and] 
entails working strenuously toward challenges, maintaining effort and interest over years 
despite failure, adversity, and plateaus in progress,” (Duckworth, Peterson, Matthews, & 
Kelly, 2007, pp. 1087-1088). Duckworth et al. (2007) defined it as being distinct from 




identified these traits as grit, she listed observations made by other observers, including 
Galton, Cox, Cattell, and Howe, that appear to describe the same (or overlapping) 
behavioral traits. Another concept that appears to be extremely similar to grit is 
conscientiousness, with Duckworth et al. distinguishing the two in that conscientiousness 
relates more to short-term dedication, whereas grit requires a greater degree of stamina. 
Duckworth et al. also considered grit to be distinct from desire for achievement, in that a 
desire to achieve may well require a certain amount of positive feedback, whereas those 
exhibiting grittiness (an abundance of grit) should require far less, if any, positive 
feedback. An additional difference between the two is that the desire to achieve may be 
largely nonconscious, whereas grit is more likely to be based on an intentional and 
conscious habit of long-term goal setting.  
 The aforementioned is similar to the distinction that Duckworth and Gross (2014) 
made between self-control and grit, with the former requiring focus on a goal over a 
shorter timescale than is required by the latter. Whereas Duckworth and Gross 
categorized self-control as an ability to overcome momentary temptation, grit requires the 
development and maintenance of a superordinate goal.  
 Both of the above texts emphasize long timescales and deliberateness of goal 
setting as being the distinguishing characteristic of grit. Whereas self-control and the 
desire for achievement may be difficult to assess or may be assessed differently on 
various instruments, Duckworth et al. (2007) developed a scale of grit that essentially 
defines the characteristic in a relatively unambiguous way. This has the potential to be a 
somewhat circular definition: grit is what the grit scale measures. However, it does 




 While the grit scale may provide a functional definition of grit, it does not clearly 
demonstrate its utility. Eskreis-Winkler, Shulman, Beal, and Duckworth (2014) provided 
clear evidence of benefits of grit. The researchers conducted four studies, the first an 
examination of the relationship between measures of grit and the likelihood of candidates 
completing a 24-day Army Special Operations Forces (ARSOF) selection course—a 
tremendously physically and psychologically demanding program. The second was a 
study of the relationship between measures of grittiness and retention of salespeople in a 
vacation-home sales program. The third measured grittiness and its relation to likelihood 
of graduation from Chicago Public Schools. The fourth measured grittiness and the 
likelihood of divorce. In all of these studies, grit was measured using Duckworth’s Short 
Grit Scale or a variation thereof. All studies also included controls for external factors, 
although the external factors taken into account varied from one study to the next. Some 
of these studies included measures of intelligence, age, and fitness (study 1); Big Five 
personality traits, ethnicity, and years employed (study 2); standardized achievement 
scores, perceptions of school safety, and socioeconomic status (study 3); and Big Five 
personality traits, gender, and level of education (study 4). All but the first study (in 
which all participants were men) included gender as a control. In all four studies, grit 
positively correlated with success, be it defined by the successful completion of a 
program or the ability to maintain a relationship. This is not to say that other factors, such 
as intelligence or academic preparedness were found to be irrelevant, only that the 
significance of grit appeared across a wide variety of domains and measures of success. 
 Other studies found that measures of grit correlated to likelihood of success. One 




completing training at the United States Military Academy (Maddi, Matthews, Kelli, 
Villarreal, & White, 2012). An additional study found a relationship between retention of 
first-year teachers and measures of grit (Robertson-Kraft & Duckworth, 2014). A third 
study found a relationship between measures of grit and the amount of deliberate practice 
undertaken by competitors in spelling bees, which itself correlated with winning said 
competitions (Duckworth, Kirby, Tsukayama, Berstein, & Ericsson, 2011). These studies 
only examined the presence of grit and the chances of success. They did not establish a 
causal relationship between the two. Does a greater probability of success lead to more 
grittiness, does more grittiness lead to a greater probability of success, or do the two 
factors work synergistically? Implicit within these questions is another one: Is grit a fixed 
trait or can one’s level of grittiness be changed? 
Grit: Teachable Habit or Fixed Trait 
 Duckworth has defined grit and demonstrated that it has the potential to be useful 
in a wide range of human endeavors. She also argued that grit is “absolutely teachable” 
(CBS News, 2016). Despite her assertion, Duckworth has not necessarily demonstrated as 
much. Within the question of the extent to which grit is teachable are several smaller 
questions.  First, there is the matter of grit being a habit or a personality trait. Second, if 
grit does appear to be a personality trait, one need consider the matter personality traits 
being fixed or fluid. The answer to the question of the extent to which grit can be taught 
may be not at all, somewhat (depending on the part of grit in question and learning 
circumstances), or, as Duckworth asserts, absolutely. 
 While Duckworth seems confident in her assertion that grit is teachable, research 




clearly categorized as being a personality trait or as being something else. It is worth 
mentioning that Duckworth herself compared it to the similar (but not identical) concept 
of conscientiousness as defined for the purposes of the Big Five assessment (Duckworth 
et al., 2007). The similarities in the two constructs appear in both their perceived utility 
and application. Duckworth provided quite a few examples of the apparent benefits of 
grit, and these are fundamentally similar to the benefits identified by Komarraju, Karau, 
and Schmeck (2009) in their study of the relationship between Big Five personality traits 
and the GPAs of 308 undergraduate college students. In this study, conscientiousness and 
openness were found to correlate positively with academic success, much as Duckworth 
found that grit does. 
 Grit also appears to relate closely to the concept of resilience, which constitutes at 
least a part of grit (CBS News, 2016). The extent to which resilience is a component of 
personality is not certain; however, it does appear to correlate more with personality traits 
than it does with other factors, such as intelligence. Friborg, Barlaug, Martinussen, 
Rosenvinge, and Hjemdal (2005) tested intelligence, personality, social intelligence, and 
resilience (using the Resilience Scale for Adults), and they found that resilience 
meaningfully correlated with personality, in particular with decreased levels of 
neuroticism and increased levels extroversion, openness, agreeableness, and 
conscientiousness, but it did not correlate with cognitive performance. This certainly does 
not prove that resilience is a personality trait, but it at least suggests that it may well 
relate to personality. 
 While the aforementioned study took place in Europe, additional research 




other countries. Nakaya, Oshio, and Kaneko (2006) studied the relationship between 
measures of Big Five personality performance and performance on the Adolescent 
Resilience Scale in 130 undergraduate students in Japan. Much as was the case with the 
research by Friborg et al. (2005), neuroticism negatively correlated with resilience. 
Additionally, extroversion, openness, agreeableness, and conscientiousness were also 
found to correlate positively with resilience.  
 A third study by Robins, John, Caspi, Moffitt, and Stouthamer-Loeber (1996) 
examined the personality profiles of 300 boys in the United States using the Big 
Five/Five Factor Model and their relationship to resilience. In this case, essentially the 
same pattern emerged, with students who scored reasonably high on extroversion, 
openness, agreeableness, and conscientiousness and low on neuroticism being the most 
resilient. Whatever resilience is, it almost certainly is not neuroticism.  
 The aforementioned studies suggest that resilience—a critical component of 
grit—has a meaningful relationship with (and may well be affected by) personality. This 
leads to the question of personality being either a fluid or static part of the person. For 
instance, if neuroticism is a relatively fixed characteristic that negatively affects 
resilience, improving resilience (and by extension grit) may well be a challenge. 
 Nave, Sherman, Funder, Hampson, and Goldberg (2010) found that personality 
appeared to be relatively consistent throughout life. In their study, they examined 144 
records of elementary-school student personality, as described by teachers as part of the 
Hawaii Personality and Health Cohort study, to records of personality of these same 
people obtained approximately 40 years later. They found that these early life 




as being highly talkative and generally unrestrained in their talkativeness) students were 
found to have a high probability of having dominant and socially outgoing personalities 
later in life. Students with high reported amounts of adaptability were found to be curious 
and cheerful as adults. Students with high reported amounts of impulsivity were found to 
be talkative and loud later in life. Finally, students with a high reported tendency to be 
self-minimizing were found to demonstrate considerable insecurity and humility as adults. 
 One may make too much of the aforementioned study. It does not suggest that 
personality cannot change, but it does suggest that certain personality traits generally 
remain consistent throughout life. The fact that it uses constructs different from those 
within the Big Five may well limit its applicability regarding considerations of the 
stability of Big Five-resilience (and grit)-related traits.  
 A study by Boyce, Wood, and Powdthavee (2013) suggested that personality is 
somewhat variable. In their study of more than 8,000 individuals, they found that 
measures of personality varied greatly over time. This suggests that personality traits may 
be malleable. However, it is worth noting that the greatest difference in this research 
versus that conducted by Nave et al. (2010) is that that Nave et al. relied upon external 
observations of personality, whereas Boyce, Wood, and Powdthavee relied upon self-
report measures. It should be noted that at least some self-report measures of personality 
(particularly the Myers-Brigg Type Indicator) have low test-retest reliability (Howes & 
Carskadon, 1979). This calls into question the consistency of personality versus the 
consistency of one’s perceptions of his or her personality. 
 It is difficult, if not impossible, to determine if personality can be changed; 




relatively stable for most people in most circumstances, and the contrary study is limited 
due to its reliance upon self-report instruments. If the resilience component of grit is in 
fact a personality trait (as it appears to be), this may not bode well for any initiatives to 
enhance grit. It does not necessarily condemn them to failure either.   
The 7 Habits of Highly Effective People 
 Since its initial publication in 1989, more than 12 million copies of The 7 Habits 
of Highly Effective People have been sold (Carlone, 2001). While this is somewhat less 
than the 30 million copies sold of How to Win Friends and Influence People—another 
classic of the self-help genre (of which 7 Habits is almost certainly a part)—it is worth 
remembering that the How to Win Friends has been in print slightly more than 50 years 
longer than 7 Habits (Garner, 2011). The substantial sales of 7 Habits are a testament to 
its popularity. They are not, however, proof of its effectiveness or the validity of its 
constructs. This is not to argue that the 7 Habits is ineffective, only that one needs more 
evidence of its effectiveness and the validity of the underlying constructs before coming 
to such a conclusion. Before evaluating the 7 Habits in greater length, it would seem to be 
worth reiterating what they are. The 7 Habits are as follows:  
Habit 1: Be Proactive 
Habit 2: Begin with the End in Mind 
Habit 3: Put First Things First 
Habit 4: Think Win-Win 
Habit 5: Seek First to Understand, Then to be Understood 
Habit 6: Synergize 




 The application of these basic concepts varies according to context, and the 
research suggests that they can be applied to a diverse range of fields. Some of these 
fields include Total Quality Management and nursing education (Gaffke, 1997; Rux, 
1994); quality assurance science and organizational performance (Kelly, 2005); middle 
school science instruction (Iff, 2001); Systems Engineering Knowledge Asset (SEKA) 
Management (Shelby, 2014); maintaining material/industrial supplier relationships 
(Hymel, 2000); and professional development for psychopharmacologists (Stahl, 2000). 
Indeed, a list of the leadership or organizational endeavors to which the 7 Habits have not 
been applied might well be shorter than the list of endeavors to the 7 Habits have been 
applied. While a review of the aforementioned research suggests quite sensible 
applications of Covey’s philosophy, the majority seem to take the truth of the 7 Habits as 
a given—the constructs are referenced and integrated into the research, but they rarely 
face much in the way of skeptical inquiry. If considered predominately as a philosophical 
model (or, more cynically, a motivational catechism), the 7 Habits may prove entirely 
sufficient on their own merits; however, if regarded as experimental, falsifiable 
constructs, the 7 Habits appear to suffer from a dearth of empirical validation.  
 Carlone (2001) examined the relationship between culture and the 7 Habits as 
viewed by those undergoing a 7 Habits training program. Carlone categorized each of the 
7 Habits as either leading to a personal (individual) victory or a public (shared) victory. 
Generally, the participants—U.S. military personnel undergoing a three-day training 
program—were found to place greater emphasis on personal victories than public 
victories. For instance, these individuals appeared to find the habits that related to the 




Put First Things First) to be more relevant to their lives than they did habits that 
emphasized collaboration. This does not appear to reflect a particular emphasis in the 
training on one type of victory over the other. The 7 Habits emphasize collaboration and 
cooperation about as much as they do individual achievement—at least as many of the 7 
Habits are public (shared) as they are private—but the interpretation and implementation 
of the Habits does not occur in a culture-free space. As Carlone observed, the cultural 
space in which this particular implementation of the 7 Habits occurred—the U.S. 
military—is one in which individualism and individual resilience are greatly valued. 
 The impact of 7 Habits training on social skills/shared victories may be mitigated 
by other factors, and even determining if the training has had any impact may be 
challenging. Muskett (2008) examined the effects of social-skills training developed 
using the 7 Habits on students with emotional/behavioral disabilities and came to a mixed 
conclusion. The students who underwent the training believed that their social skills had 
improved, whereas the parents of said students believed that they had socially regressed. 
Teachers’ answers were more nuanced, and they generally appeared to suggest that 
students had become more adept at working in groups but that these same students had 
demonstrated little improvement in interpersonal social skills unrelated to group work. 
Coming to a meaningful conclusion from this research is challenging, but at least two of 
three of the groups involved in this research believed that something positive had 
occurred. 
 Greco (2014) provided some insight into the effects of 7 Habits training during a 
merger of a fire department and an emergency medical services group and found that the 




organization and their ability to work together. Additionally, passive-aggressive mindset 
was reduced and communication generally improved—at least as reported by those who 
participated in the program. This is not entirely out of line with the previous study in that 
it suggests that pragmatic communication within groups that have received 7 Habits 
training may well improve, but not that it necessarily improves interpersonal skills in a 
more general sense/outside of the context of the environment in which the training 
occurs. 
 All of the aforementioned information leads to a question, that being the 
effectiveness or lack thereof of the 7 Habits. The answer to this appears to be one of 
perspective. If considered from the perspective of a system promoting personal, 
decontextualized learning experience, the answer is relatively inconclusive. However, if 
one regards the 7 Habits as essentially a management theory, as does Cullen (2009), then 
the answer appears somewhat clearer. In all of the aforementioned texts, exposure to the 
7 Habits disappear to make for a better functioning unit of labor or study. Even in the 
case of Carlone (2001), whose research focuses on a group of people with an admittedly 
independent and individualistic mindset, positive results were reported. Generally, those 
who received 7 Habits training did appear to work better together. The distinction herein 
may be one between episteme and techne. One’s epistemic understanding of social and 
emotional learning may not be particularly enhanced by training in the 7 Habits; 
however, the techne—the craftsmanship of working together, particularly within a 





Social and Emotional Learning and Emotional Intelligence 
 In addition to the concept of grit, social and emotional learning (SEL) plays a 
critical part in the GRIT program. SEL is complex concept, and one that may not be 
universally understood. Thus, it is worth considering how to define SEL, the purpose of 
SEL, and if SEL is something that can be promoted and encouraged or if parts of it are 
relatively fixed. 
 Zins and Elias (2006) defined SEL as “the capacity to recognize and manage 
emotions, solve problems effectively, and establish positive relationships with others,” (p. 
1). Within the larger body of literature, SEL can be divided into five discrete 
components: self-awareness, social awareness, responsible decision-making, self-
management, and relationship skills. 
 At least one of these components, social awareness, appears to overlap with a 
component of emotional intelligence, perceiving emotions, which Mayer, Salovey, 
Caruso, and Sitarenios (2001) argued is a form of intelligence that meets many of the 
criteria of traditional intelligence. Perceiving emotions also closely relates to the idea of 
empathizing as described by Auyeung et al. (2009) as being “the drive to identify another 
person’s emotions and thoughts and to respond to these with an appropriate emotion,” (p. 
1509). Auyeung et al. argued that this ability is strongly related to innate differences in 
gender and that these differences emerge relatively early in life. They also argued that 
gender differences in performance, although possibly influenced by environmental 
factors, manifest so early in life that they may well reflect innate biological differences in 
boys and girls, suggesting (but not proving) that the extent to which empathizing is 




found that race also played a factor in measured emotional intelligence performance, with 
their research, using the Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale, suggesting that 
research participants who identified as White outperformed those who identified as 
Black. At the same time, they cite other research that led to the opposite finding 
(Elfenbein & Ambady, 2002, among others). This suggests that race may well have affect 
emotional intelligence, but determining how or the extent to which it does so may be a 
challenge. 
 If Mayer et al. (2001) and Auyeung et al. (2009) were correct in identifying 
emotional intelligence as being an authentic, organic intelligence, this may stand to pose 
a problem for SEL programs, as intelligence, at least as is conventionally understood, is 
regarded as being relatively stable over time. Gow et al. (2011) found in a multi-decade 
longitudinal study of intelligence in Scotland that performance on intelligence tests at the 
age of 11 correlated reasonably strongly with results at the ages of 70, 79, and 87. There 
was, however, some variability on sub-scales and age-related rates of decline were not 
uniform across all domains. Deary (2014) found very similar results in his analysis of a 
different Scottish age cohort. Neither of these studies measured emotional intelligence, 
which somewhat limits any conclusions one may draw as to the stability of emotional 
intelligence; however, due to the relative paucity of measures of emotional intelligence 
quotient (EQ) until quite recently, no longitudinal studies on the stability of EQ appear to 
be available. 
 All of the aforementioned research greatly complicates discussion on the useful of 
attempting to teaching emotional intelligence, as it does teaching components of SEL 




particularly if one subscribes to the view of intelligence as being fixed. However, it does 
not demonstrate that SEL programs are bound to be ineffective. SEL is broader in scope 
than emotional intelligence and some parts of the construct, as described by Zins and 
Elias (2006), have the potential to be teachable.  
Effectiveness of SEL Programs 
 In their review of the impact of a large number of SEL programs, Durlak, 
Weissberg, Dymnicki, Taylor, and Schellinger (2011) found some evidence of success. In 
their meta-analysis of 213 SEL programs, involving more than 270,000 students, Durlak 
et al. found that students who participated in SEL programs generally demonstrated 
improved levels of SEL skills, attitudes, behaviors, and academic performance (although 
the last is not usually considered a part of SEL instruction). This is worth noting in that 
none of these improved domains closely overlapped with measures of EQ, which 
suggests that they may provide little, if any resolution, to questions of EQ malleability. 
They also suggest that this may not be a major concern when considering the impact of 
SEL programs. The researchers found that effective programs generally shared four 
characteristics. First, the programs were sequential (meaning that the activities were 
designed to provide cumulative benefits). Second, they were active (meaning that they 
provided students with activities to improve their SEL rather than simply teaching the 
students theory). Third, they were focused (meaning that they had a part [or parts] 
dedicated specifically to improving social or personal skills). Fourth, they were explicit 
(meaning that they were designed to improve SEL skills rather than development in the 
more general sense). The GRIT program, as observed by this author, appears to meet all 




 Several other SEL programs, including those not explicitly referenced by Durlak 
et al. (2011), were found to be effective. Schonert-Reichl and Lawlor (2010) examined 
the impact of a multi-week mindfulness-training program in Canada. In this research, 
approximately half of 246 students in grade 4 through grade 7 were provided mindfulness 
training—essentially meditation training—with the remaining half of students serving as 
controls. This training taught students to focus on four activities: “Quieting the mind—
listening to a resonating instrument (chime) and focusing on the breath; 2. Mindful 
attention—mindful of sensation, thoughts, and feelings; 3. Managing negative emotions 
and negative thinking; 4. Acknowledgment of self and others,” (p. 143). They found that 
those students who participated in the program demonstrated improvement in the 
domains of optimism, positive and negative affect, and self-concept, as well as teacher-
observed social and emotional competence. 
 Another study by Frey, Nolen, Edstrom, and Hirschstein (2005) on the impact of 
the Second Step SEL program found similar rates of improvement. In this U.S. study of 
approximately 1,200 grade 2 and grade 4 students (with roughly half of each grade 
serving as controls), the impact of the Second Step program was measured across 13 
domains, including social competence, antisocial behavior, and need for adult 
intervention to resolve conflict. In several of the areas studied, including need for adult 
intervention, aggression, cooperation, and teacher ratings of social behavior, student 
performance was found to be better in the treatment group than in the control group. 
Jones, Brown, and Aber (2011) considered the impact of the 4R Program, a two-year 
intervention on SEL and literacy for students in grades K through 5 in New York City. 




positive, with students receiving the treatment demonstrating lower levels of undesirable 
behavior (hostile attributional bias, aggressive interpersonal interaction/negotiation 
strategies, and depression) and higher levels of desirable behaviors (attentional skills and 
socially competent behaviors). Additionally, some students receiving the treatment, 
namely those considered to be at higher risk for behavioral problems, performed better on 
academic measures than did their control counterparts. 
 What is interesting about these positive results is that they appeared when 
studying the impact of programs that varied greatly in both duration and content. The 
program studied by Schonert-Reichl and Lawlor (2010) relied on meditation, whereas 
other programs, such as that studied by Frey et al. (2005) relied on more conventional 
and explicit SEL training. Program effectiveness did not appear to be affected by region 
or country in which the program was implemented. Overall, this suggests that SEL 
programs have the potential to have a positive impact on student SEL and academic 
performance. 
Measuring SEL 
 There is no single, perfect measure of SEL, at least in part due to the lack of a 
consistent definition of it. Thus, a significant part of the research involved in measuring 
SEL and the impact of the GRIT program was in the development of an SEL instrument 
tailored to the needs of kid-FRIENDLy.   
Existing SEL measures 
Although Duckworth has developed a measure of grit, there are no measures of 
SEL perfectly suited to GRIT program research. Duckworth’s Short Grit Scale measures 




a good measure for the GRIT program, and the effort component of this measure stands 
to be of some relevance when measuring the GRIT program, but interest is somewhat less 
of a concern, except to the extent that it relates to the concept of engagement. Many other 
measures would seem to be somewhat useful, but they all have limitations. The following 
list provides descriptions of some of these many measures of SEL and the fundamentals 
of their design. 
Schonert-Reichl and Lawlor (2010) measured the impact of a mindfulness 
education program using a combination of student self-report measures of optimism, self-
concept, and positive and negative affect as well as teacher-reported measures of student 
classroom social and emotional competence. Whitman et al. (2014) used the 16-item 
Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale, which measures (with four questions each): 
“appraisal and expression of emotion in oneself . . . appraisal and recognition of emotion 
in others . . . regulation of emotion in oneself . . . and the use of emotion to facilitate 
performance,” (p. 203).  
Durlak et al. (2011) listed a significant number of measures of SEL used in their 
meta-analysis, including measures of student conduct, student (mis)behavior, 
suspensions, and reports of bullying. Although they attempted to measure emotional 
intelligence (rather than SEL specifically), Mayer et al. (2001) used the Mayer-Salovey-
Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test to gauge four major factors of emotional intelligence, 
including managing emotion, understanding emotion, learning to direct one’s thoughts 
with emotion (facilitating thought with emotion), and perceiving emotion (p. 236). The 




SEL and EQ as well as if they are self-report or external- (teacher- or expert-) report 
instruments. 
Table 1 
Sample Measures of SEL, EQ, and Grit 
Self/External Constructs Reference 
Both Behavior, bullying, aggression Durlak et al. (2011) 
Self Managing, perceiving emotions, etc.  Mayer et al. (2001) 
Both Self-concept, emotional competence, etc.   Schonert-Reichl & Lawlor (2010) 
Ext. Empathizing, systemizing Auyeung et al. (2009) 
Self Interest, effort (grit) Duckworth & Quinn (2009) 
Self Engagement (three types) Yazzie-Mintz & McCormick 
(2012) 
 
Most of the instruments listed in Table 1 related to some observable measure of 
behavior, typically a measure of self-discipline (although Auyeung et al. used no such 
measure). Beyond that, these instruments do not appear to have much in common, and 
developing an instrument based solely on them would be difficult. The Student 
Engagement and Performance (STEP) survey was designed by examining a large number 
of measures and research instruments with the goal of offering a more reliable, broad, and 
consistent measure of SEL than would otherwise be available and that would be 
appropriate to the specific goals of the GRIT program. 
The Student Engagement and Performance (STEP) Survey  
The STEP survey was designed to measure several major constructs related to 









STEP Instrument Constructs 
Construct Sub-construct 
Engagement Behavioral Engagement  
 Cognitive Engagement 
 Emotional Engagement 
Independence Emotional/Physical Wellbeing 
 Responsibility 
 Self-control 
Interdependence Communications Skills/Social Competence 
GRIT* Civic Engagement/Social Responsibility 
 Consistency of Interests 
 Cultural Competence 
 Empathy 
 Future Mindset 
 Perseverance of Efforts 




*Due to the extremely small number of questions for most GRIT constructs and the fact that this 
survey was only administered twice, GRIT constructs will not be explored in depth.  
 
 Engagement. Although there are quite a few different types of engagement 
measured on the STEP survey, they are all relatively similar in that they focus on the 
student’s ability to dedicate his or her attention to something in a dedicated manner. 
Fredricks, Blumenfeld, and Paris (2004) described Behavioral Engagement as being 
related to participation: One behaves a certain way. Emotional Engagement is described 
as relating to emotional reactions to the school environment, including peers, teachers, 
and academics: This does not so much indicate any external response, as an 
internal/emotional one, which may or may not be something others can assess. Cognitive 
Engagement is defined as “thoughtfulness and willingness to exert the effort necessary to 




defined by Fredricks et al. is social engagement, which while similar to Behavioral 
Engagement, is defined by “connections to peers rather than a sense of connectedness to 
the school in a more general sense,” (Goble et al., 2015, p. 11). 
Engagement of several types was measured by Yazzie-Mintz and McCormick 
(2012) using the High School Survey of Student Engagement (HSSSE), a self-report 
instrument developed by the Indiana University in Bloomington that was designed to 
measure all three forms of engagement with a single instrument. Although other 
instruments may be used to measure engagement, the HSSSE is unique in that it 
conveniently measures all types of engagement, and its basic design played a 
fundamental role in the development of the STEP survey. 
 Independence. In practice, independence is both encouraged and discouraged in 
schools, depending upon the level (primary, secondary, college) and the specific 
environment. Rubin (2012) argued that the lack of independence in schools has the 
potential to lead to disengagement and resistance. Alternatively, Stephens, Fryberg, 
Markus, Johnson, and Covarrubias (2012) suggested that an excess of independence at 
the college level hurts low-SES students, who are not acclimated to making decisions for 
themselves. Finally, DeTure (2004) found that independence, as measured using the 
Group Embedded Figures Test, correlated with technology self-efficacy (confidence in 
one’s ability to make use of technology) but did not correlate with grades for students 
taking online classes through a community college, meaning that it had relatively little 
impact on overall levels of academic performance.  
These conclusions suggest that independence may be useful within certain 




interdependence and why low-SES students appear to be less capable of independence 
than high-SES students are both relevant concerns to this research, and they stand to 
affect the overall effectiveness of the GRIT program. If Rubin (2012) was correct in his 
assertion that primary and secondary schools do not normally promote independence, the 
GRIT program may be at odds with a larger school culture. Yet if Stephens et al. (2012) 
were correct in their assertion that independence is critical for college success, this GRIT 
program objective may be all the more important. 
 The aforementioned suggests that independence does have at least some value to 
students, but it fails to define it perfectly. Within the context of GRIT, which is based 
upon the works of Stephen Covey, Covey’s description of independence may be one of 
the most relevant. He wrote that “Independence is the paradigm of I - I can do it; I am 
responsible; I am self-reliant; I can choose,” (Covey, 2008, p. 57). This would seem to 
suggest that the ultimate goal of the GRIT program (and anything else based on the 7 
Habits) is to cultivate the belief that a person does not need anyone else. Such is not the 
case, and interdependence is a critical part of Covey’s model. 
Self-control. Self-control can be defined in either a positive or a negative sense, 
meaning what self-control is or what self-control is not. Rorhbeck, Azar, and Wagner 
(1991) described self-control in relation to locus of control, which is one’s belief in his or 
her ability to control outcomes. Someone with an internal locus of control would believe 
in his or her power to control life circumstances, whereas someone with an external locus 
control would believe that external factors control life circumstances. The researchers 
assessed self-control using the Self-Control Rating Scale (SCRS), which consists of 




and being careful, among other things. They used a very similar instrument to assess 
teachers’ perceptions of students’ self-control, and they found that students’ and teachers’ 
perceptions of students’ levels of self-control correlated, which suggests that self-report 
measures of self-control have the potential to yield externally verifiable results. 
 Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) described those with low self-control as being 
“impulsive, insensitive, physical (as opposed to mental), risk-taking, shortsighted, and 
nonverbal . . .” (p. 90). This proves to be a near mirror image of self-control as described 
in the previous article, with the exception of the inclusion of a verbal component, which 
is only indirectly referenced in the SCRS in the form of questions related to following 
instructions and listening to others (both of which require some verbal abilities). It was 
upon the SCRS model that Moon and Alarid (2015) based their research, in which they 
concluded that self-control negatively correlates with bullying—a behavior that is 
potentially destructive to the educational environment and harmful to both the bullied and 
the bullies. 
Responsibility/Decision-making. Responsibility can only be defined in relation to 
something. Responsible to whom? Responsible to what? Responsible for what? Lewis 
(2001) defined the context for student responsibility clearly: the student being responsible 
for the maintenance and continuation of learning and the safe operation of the classroom. 
Within this definition, responsibility relates to the learning and the building and 
sustaining of an environment in which students can learn. Hassel and Lourey (2005) 
defined responsibility in the context of college, in which students are expected to be 
responsible for the learning process, including such practices as reading texts, discussing 




complimentary definition of responsibility for students, connecting it to self-direction in 
learning, meaning the ability of the student to develop critical thinking skills without 
constant intervention. From the aforementioned texts, one may reasonably surmise that 
student responsibility in the classroom primarily relates to dedication to learning, with the 
maintenance of a productive atmosphere being a critical component of this. 
 A common theme in the previously works is that there is a dearth of student 
responsibility, most obviously in the writing of Hassel and Lourey (2005), who entitled 
their article “The Dea(r)th of Student Responsibility.” Of the three articles, only this 
provides any concrete evidence to suggest that student responsibility is on the decline 
(and the authors’ argument largely centers on the concept of grade inflation). 
Nevertheless, the idea that students should be take more responsibility for their learning, 
if only to ease the burden of responsibility of the teacher, is commonsensical. 
 Closely related to responsibility is decision-making. Broadly categorized, 
decision-making encompasses the selection of a response to the environment from a 
variety of possible choices (Godfrey-Smith, 2002). Within the context of this instrument, 
decision-making is limited to the student’s ability to make decisions and to accept the 
responsibility for these decisions. 
Emotional/physical wellbeing. Cole (2006) asserted that emotional and physical 
wellbeing are relevant to all parts of a student’s school life and that students who lack this 
wellbeing are less able to participate in school activities and less able to benefit from 
these activities when they do. This is not to suggest that physical wellbeing is a simple 




Ryff (1989) defined psychological/emotional wellbeing as relating to “self-
acceptance, positive relations with others, autonomy, environmental mastery, purpose in 
life, and personal growth,” (p. 1069). Some components of psychological/emotional 
wellbeing referenced by Ryff may well be more important than are others. One element 
commonly associated with psychological wellbeing, happiness, may not be particularly 
relevant to wellbeing itself. Grewal (2014) suggested that happiness has the potential to 
be at odds with sense of purpose, one of the components of psychological wellbeing as 
identified by Ryff, who also placed little emphasis on happiness. According to Grewal, 
happiness has been found to be more likely to derive from a sense of ease—the 
perception that life is not too difficult—whereas a sense of purpose is more likely to 
derive from sacrifice and struggle. Given that grit—that which the GRIT program is 
designed to teach—is closely bound to the concept of resilience, a sense of purpose 
would seem to be a more relevant component of psychological/emotional wellbeing than 
happiness for the purposes of this research. Providing further evidence for this concept is 
Ryff’s assertion that happiness is more distinctly related to short-term fulfillment than 
other constructs of psychological wellbeing. This can be contrasted with the emphasis on 
tenacity within discussions of grit. 
 Interdependence. Interdependence has been defined as “being part of a 
community” (Stephens et al., 2012, p. 1178), or as Covey defined it: “the paradigm of we 
– we can do it; we can cooperate; we can combine out talents and abilities and create 
something greater together,” (Covey, 2008, p. 57). Within the GRIT/7 Habits system, 
interdependence is seen as building upon independence. Stated simply, the relationship 




before being capable of building meaningful (and mutually beneficial) relationships with 
others.  
 Communications Skills are both verbal and non-verbal, and for the purposes of the 
STEP survey were broadly defined as “listening skills and the ability to effective convey 
information to others,” (Goble et al., 2015, p. 9). 
Relationship Skills closely relate to both one’s ability to communicate with others 
and general social competence. For students, they may be described as “performance of 
socially acceptable actions that promote and maintain positive connections with others,” 
(LeBuffe, Shapiro, & Naglieri, 2008, p. 65). These seem intuitively relevant to the 
process of working effectively with others, and Amato and DeBoer (2001) found that a 
lack of relationship skills appeared to be transmitted from parent to child and had the 
potential to lead to a greater chance of relationship failure for adults. 
 Social Competence is related to interdependence in that the former is a 
prerequisite for the development of the latter. Broadly defined, competence is “a pattern 
of effective adaptation in the environment,” (Masten & Coatsworth, 1998, p. 205). Social 
competence is thus the extent to which one can demonstrate this ability as it pertains to 
relationships with other people. Taborsky and Oliveira (2012) offered a similar 
definition, stating that social competence “refers to the ability of an individual to 
optimize its social behavior depending on available social information,” (p. 679). 
 A significant amount of research suggests that both of these traits are useful. 
Interdependence and social competence both provide one with significant benefits, in that 
they may well afford one with greater access to resources and less need for destructive 




(2011) found that these animals were able to adapt to complex social situations (in this 
case, fights) based on previous experiences with other rats. Those rats who oftentimes 
won became increasingly adept at winning in a short period. This might seem obvious—
the better fighters continue to improve—and as such, it might suggest little about social 
competence; however, it is worth noting that the losing rats (and some were consistent 
losers) improved as well. Although they rarely improved their ability to win, these losing 
became more adept at avoiding injury during their fights. Loser rats might not have 
learned to be winners, but they learned how to lose with less risk of harm to themselves 
and less risk of social harm (over time, these losing rats decreased the amount of time 
they spent submitting to others as well). This illustrates that complex social learning is 
not limited to humans, and one need not struggle to see how a similar set of skills could 
be useful to people of any age. 
Socioeconomic Status: Relationship to Wellbeing, Performance, and SEL 
 Socioeconomic status (SES) can play an important role in determining student 
performance in a variety of domains, and SES has been found to correlate with academic 
achievement and disciplinary problems (Maguin & Loeber, 1996). Additionally, the 
effects of SES are complex and not always evident at first glance. SES will be considered 
in the analysis of the impact of the GRIT program, as it is in much social science and 
educational research. That this is common practice is not enough to justify its inclusion in 
the analytical process. An examination of the impact of SES on student performance is 
necessary to understand both how and why SES may affect efforts to implement and 




 Low SES status has been found to correlate with poorer nutrition, which itself 
correlates with lower academic performance. In a study of the more than 300 adolescents 
in Chile, Burrows et al. (2016) found that economically disadvantaged students were 
more likely to consume calorie-rich and micronutrient-poor food than those of higher 
SES. This comparatively poor diet led to higher BMI and consistently lower academic 
performance. While the above research took place in Chile, the relationship to poverty 
and poor nutrition is not unique to that country. Alaimo, Olson, Frongillo, and Briefel 
(2001) found that lower SES preschool-age students in the United States suffered from 
some of the same nutritional problems faced by those in Chile, with poor U.S. children 
facing greater risks of poor/fair health and iron-deficiency than do their middle/wealthy 
class counterparts.  
 The reasons that Burrows et al. (2016) believed this relationship between nutrition 
and academic performance exists were complex, but they can be very briefly summarized 
as being that certain micronutrients are particularly important to neurological function 
and that the starchy and fatty diets oftentimes consumed by the poor generally lack these 
compounds. They argued that low-SES students need not inevitably suffer from poor 
nutrition—that well-designed policies can alleviate this problem and give students, 
regardless of SES, the intellectual advantages of proper nutrition. 
  To a certain extent, alleviation of the problem of poor nutrition among low-SES 
students has been attempted in the United States. The metric used in this dissertation to 
evaluate school-level poverty is the percentage of students eligible for the free/reduced-
fee lunch program in a school. This program—the National School Lunch Program—




students, with an additional purpose being that of promoting the consumption of U.S.-
produced agricultural products (Rausch, 2013). Even if this program perfectly eliminated 
nutritional deficiencies as faced by low-SES students, they would face other obstacles 
worthy of examination. 
 In a study of more than 300 school-age children in the United States, Drenowatz 
et al. (2010) found that low-SES students engaged in considerably less physical activity 
than did their high-SES peers. While this would seem to be of relevant to students’ 
physical health (but not SEL), the effects of physical activity are somewhat more 
complex. Hunt and Navalta (2012) found that increased levels of physical activity led to 
increased blood levels of nitrous oxide (NO), which strongly correlates with 
neurogenesis, moderation of stress response, and higher levels of cognitive performance 
and academic achievement. 
 If low-SES students are generally deficient in physical activity, their academic 
and cognitive development may be harmed in ways that are not be entirely ameliorated 
by improved nutrition. An additional, potential harmful factor related to a student’s low-
SES is stress. Friedel et al. (2015) found that chronic life stress negatively affected fluid 
intelligence, which is critical to solving novel problems. While the subjects in this 
research were well beyond traditional school age (about 38 years old, on average), their 
findings may well also apply to children. This has the potential to be compounded even 
further by a lack of exercise (and NO levels), which as noted by Hunt and Navalta 
(2012), can lead to poorer stress response. 
 All of the aforementioned research provides evidence of the relationship between 




number of studies that have made this connection is relatively small; however, several do 
exist. A meta-analysis by Lorant et al. (2003) determined that low-SES correlated with 
depression and that people categorized as low-SES faced almost twice the odds of their 
high-SES counterparts of being depressed. Of course, this proves nothing directly related 
to SEL. People with more limited economic resources may be more likely to be 
depressed simply because they are poor and face the hardship associated with poverty. It 
does suggest that mental health and wellbeing negatively correlate with poverty—a 
relevant concern when considering the goals of SEL and the constructs of the STEP 
survey.  
Molnar, Cerda, Roberts, and Buka (2008) found that low-SES correlated with 
increased levels of aggression and delinquency in boys and that related lower levels of 
help from (and connection to) friends and family members were associated with 
increased levels of aggression in girls. Additional evidence of the negative relationship 
between SEL/emotional wellbeing and SES is provided by Morgan, Farkas, Hillemeier, 
and Maczuga (2009) who found that students from low-SES households were roughly 
twice as likely to demonstrate certain behaviors that interfere with learning, including 
inattention, a lack of persistence on a given task, and a lack of cooperation. Taken 
together, the aforementioned research suggests that low-SES meaningfully correlates 
with any number of factors that stand to influence negatively SEL, student performance, 
and wellbeing.  
One of the few indications that high-SES may have a deleterious impact on 
student behavior can be found in a study by Patrick, Wightman, Schoeni, and 




more likely than were their low-SES peers to consume alcohol and marijuana. The 
reasons for this were never clearly established, and although this finding is interesting, it 
does not appear to counteract substantially the generally beneficial effects of higher 
family SES. 
SEL: Its Relationship to Academic Factors 
 While the previous section provides some insight into the complex interplay 
between SEL and environmental factors, it provides considerably less insight into the 
relationship between SEL and academic performance while controlling for other factors. 
Some things previously mentioned are simply beyond the control of the school. For 
instance, short of providing cash transfers to the families of poor students, most schools 
can do little to eliminate community poverty. The issues of transience, family problems, 
and alcohol and drug use are equally intractable to academic institutions. Even poor 
student nutrition—a problem partially addressed by the National School Lunch 
Program—is not entirely amenable to improvement by schools (unless the schools are 
equipped to provide students in need with all of their meals, every day of the week). 
These factors are worth noting, however, as they may well moderate the outcomes of any 
SEL program. 
 Within the constraints imposed by these external factors, a considerable body of 
research suggests that SEL does have a significant relationship to performance. In a study 
of more than 5,000 high school students, De Baca (2016) found that resilience could 
predict up to 8.1% of high school dropouts in students that were found to have academic 




necessarily allow students to overcome academic limitations, but a lack of resilience did 
seem to make the otherwise academically prepared less likely to succeed. 
 McWilliams (2014) studied the academic performance of more than 100 ninth-
grade students and the relationship of this performance to self-efficacy, implicit theories 
of intelligence (incremental versus fixed), and goal orientation. She found that students 
who scored higher on levels of self-efficacy, views of intelligence as malleable, and goal 
orientation consistently performed better than those who did not share these views and 
traits. This does not establish a causal relationship; however, the pattern was sufficiently 
clear to suggest that those with these traits—traits strongly associated with SEL—are 
more likely to succeed academically than those who do not. 
 Yet the reasonably strong evidence presented thus far does not prove that SEL 
and social and emotional performance are guaranteed to improve student academic 
performance. Vivadelli (2013) studied the effects of two SEL programs—Responsive 
Classroom and Girls’ Circle—on SEL and academic performance. This study was unique 
in that was one of the few studies in which some students were exposed to more than one 
SEL program. This provides information on dose dependence when comparing students 
who received no SEL training, students who SEL training in one program, and students 
who received training in two SEL programs. Although the conclusions one may draw 
from this research are limited by its relatively small sample size (n = 19), the findings 
contradicted the larger body of research in that the three groups (control, single dose, and 
double dose) performed at essentially the same level on measures of reading and 
mathematics. Stated another way, SEL training appeared to have no academic benefits. 




random, and the participants in this research who received SEL training were students 
deemed to be at-risk for academic failure. One could argue that they might have done 
even worse had they received no training—in effect that the lack of difference in 
academic performance was itself a success. One could also argue that the sample size of 
this study might well have masked effects that a larger study would identify. There is also 
the possibility that the two SEL programs used might be less effective than other SEL 
programs or that they were improperly deployed. Finally, these findings may actually 
support those of McWilliams (2014) if one considers the possibility that academic 
preparedness and SEL work synergistically, but that a lack of academic proficiency 
cannot be compensated for using SEL training alone. Either way, this suggests additional 
research as to the impact SEL training on academic performance is warranted.  
Student vs. Teacher Perceptions of SEL 
 A critical part of this investigation is an analysis of the relationship between 
student and teacher perceptions of student SEL. This may not seem entirely useful at first 
glance, particularly when taking into account that the penultimate purpose of this 
research is to investigate the impact of the GRIT program as measured by the STEP 
survey. Yet it is critical. Students and teachers may perceive student SEL very 
differently, and this difference in perception affects the manner in which the STEP survey 
results may be assessed. Ideally, the results from both sets of surveys (student and teacher 
editions) should align closely; however, such is not guaranteed. Thus, it is worth 
considering the reasons that the results of these instruments may diverge as demonstrated 




 Teacher perceptions of students are important in that they demonstrate a 
meaningful correlation to, among other factors, later academic achievement. Alvidrez and 
Weinstein (1999) examined teachers’ reported perceptions of 110 pre-school students, 
and the long-term outcome of student achievement. They found that, after controlling for 
SES, teachers’ assessments of pre-school students positively correlated with the academic 
achievement (GPA and SAT score) of those students 14 years later. This, and the 
research by Nave et al. (2010), with its teacher evaluations of student personalities, 
suggest that teachers (at least if properly trained) have the potential to be excellent judges 
of students personalities and intellects much of the time. 
 At the same time, even the experts—in this case teachers—appear to be limited in 
their abilities to predict consistently students’ future academic performance. Hafen, 
Ruzek, Gregory, Allen, and Mikami (2015) found that teachers were more likely to 
consider the academic potential of students as being highly limited if said teachers had a 
history of negative interactions with those students. They also found that this tendency to 
consider behaviorally problematic students as having less academic potential could be 
alleviated with a professional training program—the MyTeachingPartner-Secondary 
program. This leads one to conclude that teacher perceptions are fallible and subject to 
change based upon professional training and development. 
 The ability of the individual to assess himself or herself may be considerably 
more limited. In addition to the aforementioned research by Howes and Carskadon 
(1979) that established the lack of reliability of the Myers-Brigg Type Indicator, other 
research suggests that self-assessment of personality/personal traits is difficult. This 




found to be generally unreliable, regardless of the specific instrument used. While none 
of this proves that self-perception of traits is unreliable, an outsider’s observation, 
particularly if that outsider has no particular emotional investment in making the 
assessment, may be more reliable. Of course, SEL is different (and arguably less personal 
than personality itself), and the question of reliability of measurement of each instrument 
will be investigated during the course of this research.  
Summary 
 In this review of the literature, the benefits of grit and resilience have been 
identified. These concepts have been put in the context of both social and emotional 
learning (SEL) and the 7 Habits of Highly Effective People. Obstacles to cultivating grit 
and resilience through SEL programs—the limitations of such programs’ effectiveness—
have been identified as well. 
 The evidence for effective SEL is mixed. Although quite a bit of the existing 
research suggests that SEL programs can work, some evidence suggests that such 
programs are of variable effectiveness based upon program content, delivery, and 
context.  
 The measurement of SEL is also uncertain. Unlike reaction time or other 
comparatively simple constructs, SEL is imperfectly and inconsistently defined. In 
defining SEL for the purposes of this research, the developers of the STEP survey (of 
which the author was one) made a series of not entirely objective decisions. Additionally, 
much of the aforementioned research suggests that self-assessment techniques, which 




without significant limitations. Expert (meaning, in this case, teacher) assessments 
appear to be somewhat more reliable, but even they are subject to manipulation. 
 For all of the aforementioned reasons and for the fact the GRIT program has faced 























CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY 
 As mentioned in Chapter I, this research has two major purposes. The first is to 
determine what, if any, effect the GRIT program has on SEL in participating schools. The 
second is to gauge the relationship between student and teacher perceptions of SEL. The 
first relates to assessment of the GRIT program. The second relates to both the reliability 
of both this research (and the utility of the STEP survey) and, to a lesser extent, the 
reliability of any research that relies upon SEL surveys. This chapter will outline the 
manner in which this investigation will be done using data already gathered by the Rock 
Solid Evaluation Team using the Student Engagement and Performance (STEP) survey 
and data obtained from the Kentucky Department of Education. 
 This multi-objective investigation will enable the researcher to both assess the 
GRIT program and assess the relationship between student and teacher perceptions of 
SEL. Due to the modular/multi-construct nature of the STEP assessment, the author will 
be able to compare both construct/subcontract relationships within a given dataset 
(student survey responses, for example) and between differing datasets (student versus 
teacher scores and sub-scores). Additionally, the author will determine the extent these 
relationships hold true across multiple years. Finally, the relationships between 
demographic factors and students and teacher scores and sub-scores will be determined 
for multiple years. Due to the complexity of these assessments, this chapter will provide a 
detailed examination of the methodology to be used to ascertain these relationships. 
Research Design 
 This quantitative assessment will make use of existing data. One of these datasets 
contains the complete three-year STEP survey results. The second dataset contains 




(KDE) regarding poverty (free/reduced lunch rates), academic performance (average 
ACT score), and ethnic composition (percent White). Data collection has already been 
performed by the Rock Solid Evaluation Team and the KDE. The researcher has already 
obtained permission from the Rock Solid Evaluation Team to analyze the existing data 
and approval from the IRB to conduct said research. He needs only to download these 
files from the appropriate locations and conduct analysis. The three-year dataset covers 
one pre-deployment GRIT year 2013 and two years during which GRIT was deployed in 
schools (2014-2015 and 2015-2016). Both pretest-posttest and deployment analysis will 
be conducted using several statistical methods, each one suited to the task. 
Procedures 
 Upon obtaining approval from the Western Kentucky University Institutional 
Review Board, the researcher downloaded and compiled publically available school 
demographic data from the Kentucky Department of Education website. The researcher 
also obtained data from the Rock Solid Evaluation Team/kid-FRIENDLy program with 
the permission of the lead researcher. Finally, FOPI scores were obtained from 
FranklinCovey. The relevant files were obtained in the Excel file format (school-level 
data Kentucky Department of Education data and FranklinCovey FOPI data) and the 
SPSS file format (survey results from the Rock Solid/kid-FRIENDLy program). No 
additional data collection process was necessary; however, the Kentucky Department of 
Education files were imported into SPSS and converted to the SPSS data file format for 






 The participants in this research consisted of approximately 17,000 students 
(Year 0: 17,111; Year 1: 16,808; Year 2: 17,254) and 1,000 teachers (Year 0: 1036; Year 
1: 1085; Year 2: 1081) in 23 (for Y0 and Y2; 22 schools for Y1, with the data for Unions 
County being unavailable that year) high schools in the Green River Regional 
Educational Cooperative and Ohio Valley Educational Cooperative (OVEC) regions. The 
GRIT program was only deployed in grades 9-12 schools in these regions that chose to 
participate in the kid-FRIENDLy initiative. While the GRIT program began in 2014 and 
is still ongoing (as of 2017), the data analyzed for this research cover the 2013-2014 to 
2015-2016 school—one year prior to the implementation of the GRIT program and the 
first two years of the program—due to those being the most recent years for which 
complete datasets were available. 
Limitations in Sampling/Participant Selection 
The schools/participants do not represent a perfectly random sample, even of the 
GRREC and OVEC areas (with non-kid-FRIENDLy schools not participating). 
Additionally, most of the students in these schools were White (more than 85% for all 
three years), with a relatively large percentage of them receiving free/reduced lunch 
benefits (in excess of 55% for all three years). Finally, with an average ACT composite 
score of 19 for all three years (and no average composite scores or sub-scores above 22), 
the schools in this research did not demonstrate exceptional levels of academic 
performance. Detailed information on the essential characteristics of each school can be 
found in Appendix A or the Kentucky Department of Education School Report Card 





 The STEP survey used in this research consisted of approximately 70 questions. 
The specific questions included on the survey changed slightly from one year to the next, 
with statistical analysis and instrument validation research suggesting that some questions 
were in need of either modification or elimination due to their being misinterpreted or 
yielding inconsistent results. Several versions of each yearly survey were produced, 
including versions that offered binary response choices, but the ones used by students and 
teachers at the high-school level allowed questions to be answered using a five-point 
Likert-type scale. Research Questions were mapped to constructs and sub-constructs 
during the instrument design process (Goble et al., 2015). The constructs, as well as 
sample questions, can be seen in Table 3 (constructs used all years are in bold). Certain 
sub-constructs were omitted to produce a more concise table. 
The teacher version of this assessment was similar, with the difference being that 
questions were phrased in relation to students (“Students in my classes . . .”) and their 
relationship to the various constructs was identical. A complete list of questions used in 
the instrument for Years 0, 1, and 2 can be found in Appendix B. The introduction and 
deletion of questions from one year to the next was not random. During the instrument 
development and revision process (in which this author played a part), developers used 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to determine the extent to which questions related to 
the constructs to which they were assigned. Several questions were found to have little to 
no connection with any construct and were thus eliminated. Several others were reworded 
to improve their strength of correlation to their construct and sub-constructs. No 




some sub-constructs (such as cultural competence) were dropped in revised versions of 
the instrument when all of the related questions were removed. 
Table 3  
STEP Survey Constructs and Sub-constructs with Sample Student Questions 
Construct Sub-construct Sample Questions (Year 1) 
Engagement Behavioral Engagement  I follow the rules at school. 
 Cognitive Engagement I go to school because I love to learn. 
 Emotional Engagement I am happy to be at my school. 
Independence Decision Making I make decisions after thinking carefully. 
 Emotional/Physical 
Wellbeing 
I stay calm when my feelings get hurt. 
 Responsibility I keep my promises. 
 Self-control I reach my goals by trying hard. 
Interdependence Communications Skills I am comfortable around people who are 
different from me. 
 Social Competence I respect the rights of other people. 
GRIT constructs Civic Engagement/Social 
Responsibility 
I help those less fortunate than myself. 
 Consistency of Interests I change my goals before I achieve them. 
 Cultural Competence I enjoy learning about different cultures. 
 Empathy I am sad when others are sad. 
 Future Mindset I think about how to put my future goals 
into action. 
 Perseverance of Effort I get frustrated when things don't go as 
planned. 
 Pride in Environment I care how our school looks. 
 Resilience I see the bright side in difficult situations. 
 Self-confidence I rarely give in to peer pressure. 
 Self-regulation Distractions rarely keep me from finishing 
tasks. 
 Self-standards I have high expectations for myself. 
(Goble et al., 2015) 
Research Questions 
Multiple statistical methods will be used to answer the questions originally 




closely to the research questions. The statistical methods to be used to answer these 
questions are as follows: 
1. To what extent do school demographic (free/reduced lunch rates, ethnic   
composition of the school [white v. nonwhite], and school size) factors   
correlate with student SEL survey (Student Engagement and Performance 
[STEP] instrument) scores and sub-scores across schools on a year-by-year  
basis (Year 0, Year 1, Year 2)? 
Statistical method to be used: Pearson correlation 
2. To what extent do school demographic factors correlate with teacher STEP  
survey scores and sub-scores across schools on a year-by-year basis (Year  
0, Year 1, Year 2)? 
Statistical method to be used: Pearson correlation 
3. To what extent do academic performance factors (average school ACT scores 
and sub-scores) correlate with student STEP survey scores and sub-scores   
across schools on a year-by-year basis (Year 0, Year 1, Year 2)? 
Statistical method to be used: Pearson correlation 
4. To what extent do academic performance factors correlate with teacher STEP 
survey scores and sub-scores across schools on a year-by-year basis (Year  
0, Year 1, Year 2)? 
Statistical method to be used: Pearson correlation 
5. To what extent do student STEP survey scores and sub-scores correlate  





Statistical method to be used: Partial correlation 
6. To what extent do teacher STEP survey scores and sub-scores correlate  
with school academic performance after controlling for school demographic  
factors? 
Statistical method to be used: Partial correlation 
7. To what extent do student and teacher average STEP scores and sub-scores  
(scales) correlate on a year-by-year basis at kid-FRIENDLy high schools? 
Statistical method to be used: Pearson correlation 
8. Is there a significant difference between Year 0 (baseline) and Year 1 or Year 2  
STEP scores at participating GRREC and OVEC schools (controlling for FOPI)? 
Statistical method to be used: Paired sample t-test for green/high fidelity and 
yellow/medium fidelity schools, separately.  
All analyses will be conducted using the IBM SPSS program (version 24). 
Conclusion 
 This chapter has provided essential information on the instrument, datasets, and 
methods to be used in this analysis. It has also provided a brief overview of the essential 
characteristics of the participants in this research. The next chapter will provide the 





CHAPTER IV: RESULTS 
Introduction 
 The primary purposes of this research are to investigate the relationship between 
the Goal-driven, Resilient, and Influential Teens (GRIT) program and social and 
emotional learning (SEL) and to investigate the relationship between academic 
performance and measures of SEL. Secondary purposes of this research include assessing 
the relationship between student and teacher perceptions of SEL and assessing 
consistency of perceptions of SEL from one year to the next. To these ends, statistical 
analyses were conducted using data gathered from the Student Engagement and 
Performance (STEP) survey as well data from the GRIT survey (so named after the 
concept thoroughly discussed throughout this text), data on school-level ACT 
performance and school-population characteristics as reported by the Kentucky 
Department of Education (KDE), and fidelity of program implementation (FOPI) 
information from FranklinCovey, the developer of the GRIT program.  
The STEP survey was administered for three years, whereas the GRIT survey was 
administered for only two. Thus the former instrument, having been deployed one year 
prior to the commencement of the GRIT program, provides a baseline (pre-treatment) 
dataset of certain SEL characteristics as perceived by students and teachers in 
participating schools, whereas the GRIT survey can only be used to compare first-year 
and second-year outcomes. The STEP and GRIT surveys changed slightly from one year 
to the next, and the student and teacher versions did not perfectly align in content or 
organization; however, the constructs and the majority of sub-constructs were 




KDE data and can be found in Appendix A of this document. All questions contained in 
each version of the STEP and GRIT surveys can be found in Appendix B.  
Ideally, the review of the research processes and data herein will afford the reader 
both information as to the effects of the GRIT program and useful insights into the 
manner in which student and teacher perceptions converge and diverge. The ramifications 
of these findings will be examined in Chapter V.  
Data Collection and Analysis 
 The STEP and GRIT surveys were developed and administered by the Rock Solid 
Evaluation Team at Western Kentucky University using the Qualtrics online survey 
collection system (Qualtrics.com) from the spring of 2014 through the spring of 2016. 
The Qualtrics system provides SPSS and Microsoft Excel files containing individual 
survey responses that have been automatically stripped of any identifying personal 
information. These already anonymized files were obtained for each district participating 
in the survey process. They were then compiled into year-level files and recoded as 
necessary to compute scores on a five-point scale. Individual item responses were used to 
calculate the construct scores and sub-scores for the STEP and GRIT instruments. 
Construct scores were calculated two ways. The first was by averaging the results of each 
question with the construct. The second, referred to as even weight scores in all tables, 
was done only in the case of constructs that contained sub-constructs and was performed 
by compiling average scores for each sub-construct and then averaging the sub-construct 
scores together to provide a construct-level score. For example, the student Cognitive 





Cognitive Engagement (CE) =  
MEAN (CE 1: “I go to school because I love to learn.” . . . CE 13: “I keep up with 
my schoolwork.”) 
whereas Cognitive Engagement (Even Weight) was computed as follows: 
CE (Even Weight) = MEAN (Purpose of Learning, Learning Efforts) 
The latter procedure was done to account for the radically different number of 
questions in certain sub-constructs. Construct and even-weight construct scores correlated 
highly, as can be seen in Table 38 in Appendix C. 
Data used for statistical control, including that related to measures of poverty 
(percentage of students receiving free or reduced rate lunches), school population, and 
ethnic composition (percentage of student population reported as being White), were 
obtained directly from the Kentucky KDE website in the Microsoft Excel file format. 
Fidelity of program implementation (FOPI) information, which was used to answer the 
final research question, was obtained from FranklinCovey—the developer and publisher 
of the GRIT program. Additional data manipulation, such as the creation of aggregate 
scores for easy comparison of student and teacher responses, was done as needed. 
Answers for Research Questions 1 through 4 were calculated using Pearson correlations. 
Those for Research Questions 5 and 6 were calculated using partial correlations. Finally, 
the results for Research Question 7 was calculated using Pearson correlations of school-
level aggregate scores, and the results for Research Question 8 were calculated using 
paired sample t-tests of school-level aggregate data. All calculations were made using 




compiled and manipulated for clarity using Microsoft Excel 2013. Response rates can be 
seen in Table 4. 
Table 4 
Teacher and Student Response Rates (All Schools) 2013/2014-2015/2016 
Group/Year Population* Survey Response  Percent** 
STEP: Student (Y0) 17,111 12,149 71.0% 
STEP: Student (Y1) 16,808 6,980 41.5% 
STEP: Student (Y2) 17,254 10,275 59.5% 
STEP: Teacher (Y0) 1,036 534 51.5% 
STEP: Teacher (Y1) 1,085 622 57.3% 
STEP: Teacher (Y2) 1,081 834 77.2% 
Note: *(Kentucky Department of Education, 2016); **Author’s data analysis 
Several patterns can be seen by examining the above table. First, Year 0 (Y0) had 
a higher survey response rate than any other year for students. While there is no 
convenient way to determine why this is the case, it may be due to simple testing fatigue 
during the subsequent years. Students may have been less likely to answer a long survey 
(particularly if they have no clear incentive to do so) a second or third time than they 
would the first. This is only partially contradicted by the fact that Year 2 (Y2) is higher 
than Year 1 (Y1). Administrators may have done a better job of encouraging student and 
teacher participation, or the increase in the number of completed surveys may be due to 
some entirely different reason. 
 Analysis of this data was approved by the Western Kentucky University 
Institutional Review Board. A copy of the IRB certificate of approval can be found in 
Appendix E. For the purposes of this research, statistically significant relationships are 
defined as those in which p<0.05. Given the large sample size, meaningful relationships 
are defined as having a Pearson correlation coefficient greater than 0.1. Both of these 




Analysis of Research Question 1 
 The first research question examined the relationship between student STEP 
scores and sub-scores and school demographic factors. Due to length of the complete list 
of correlations, only a summary listing, excluding all sub-constructs and even weight 
scores, is included below. Pearson correlations were used to answer this question and 
Question 2 so that the researcher could assess the relationships between academic 
performance and STEP/GRIT survey results. A complete table with all scores can be 
found in Appendix C. 
Table 5 
Pearson Correlations Between Year 0 Student Survey Results and Demographic Factors 
Construct Correlation Free/Reduced Population White 
Behavioral Engagement Pearson  -0.011 0.050** 0.004 
Sig. (2-t) 0.239 0.000 0.637 
Cognitive Engagement Pearson  -0.012 0.054** -0.014 
Sig. (2-t) 0.191 0.000 0.134 
Emotional Engagement Pearson  0.018* 0.048** -0.021* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.044 0.000 0.019 
Independence Pearson  -0.001 0.018* -0.006 
Sig. (2-t) 0.904 0.049 0.498 
Interdependence Pearson  0.012 0.022* 0.002 
Sig. (2-t) 0.204 0.017 0.854 
Social Engagement Pearson  -0.013 0.013 0.001 
Sig. (2-t) 0.158 0.162 0.897 
STEP Composite Pearson  -0.003 0.037** -0.004 
Sig. (2-t) 0.748 0.000 0.644 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level; ** indicates significance at 0.01.  
 As can be seen in Table 5, only school population correlates strongly (p<0.1) with 
any of the STEP constructs or with the total STEP score. Free/reduced lunch rates 
negatively correlate with most constructs. However, the generally low correlations 
suggest that SES status of students only account for less than 1% of variance in STEP 





Pearson Correlations Between Year 1 Student Survey Results and Demographic Factors 
Construct Correlation Free/Reduced Population White 
Behavioral Engagement Pearson  -0.044 0.031** 0.030 
Sig. (2-t) 0.239 0.000 0.637 
Cognitive Engagement Pearson  -0.028* 0.029* -0.004 
Sig. (2-t) 0.020 0.016 0.764 
Emotional Engagement Pearson  -0.015 0.031* -0.007 
Sig. (2-t) 0.202 0.010 0.552 
Independence Pearson  -0.019 0.009 0.010 
Sig. (2-t) 0.112 0.445 0.415 
Interdependence Pearson  -0.008 0.001 -0.004 
Sig. (2-t) 0.535 0.934 0.719 
Social Engagement Pearson  0.009 -0.012 0.020 
Sig. (2-t) 0.469 0.305 0.093 
STEP Composite Pearson  -0.020 0.018 0.006 
Sig. (2-t) 0.087 0.128 0.595 
GRIT Composite Pearson  -0.032** 0.023 0.012 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.008 0.067 0.337 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level; ** indicates significance at 0.01. 
 To maintain some semblance of brevity, all GRIT sub-scores have been omitted 
from the above table. It is worth noting that, much as was the case during Y0, there is 
little correlation between the STEP survey results, STEP sub-scores, or the GRIT 
composite score and demographic factors, with a notable exception being that GRIT has 
an inverse relationship with poverty. Given r=-0.032, the common variance between 






Pearson Correlations Between Year 2 Student Survey Results and Demographic Factors 
Construct Correlation Free/Reduced Population White 
Behavioral Engagement Pearson  -0.017 -0.048** 0.080** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.087 0.000 0.000 
Cognitive Engagement Pearson  -0.040** 0.065** 0.003 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.785 
Emotional Engagement Pearson  -0.015 0.039** 0.029** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.124 0.000 0.004 
Independence Pearson  -0.015 -0.039** 0.125** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.125 0.000 0.000 
Interdependence Pearson  -0.015 0.049** -0.018 
Sig. (2-t) 0.136 0.000 0.069 
Social Engagement Pearson  -0.069** -0.119** 0.102** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 
STEP Composite Pearson  -0.029** -0.012 0.084** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.003 0.244 0.000 
GRIT Composite Pearson  -0.045** 0.068** -0.003 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.757 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level; ** indicates significance at 0.01. 
 An examination of the data for Y2 reveals similar patterns to those seen in the 
previous two years. Probably the most obvious difference is that the inverse relationship 
between poverty and SEL (as measured by STEP and GRIT composite scores) is greater 
than it was previously. These correlations are statistically significant but low. 
Analysis of Research Question 2 
 The second research question examined the relationship between teacher STEP 
scores and sub-scores and school demographic factors. It is identical to the first question, 
except for the different dataset being analyzed. As was the case for Research Question 1, 
only condensed tables are presented here, with the complete correlation tables being 







Pearson Correlations Between Year 0 Teacher Survey Results and Demographic Factors 
Construct Correlation Free/Reduced Population White 
Behavioral Engagement Pearson  -0.081 0.055 0.128** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.065 0.207 0.003 
Cognitive Engagement Pearson  -0.048 0.069 0.036 
Sig. (2-t) 0.272 0.109 0.411 
Emotional Engagement Pearson  -0.055 0.074 -0.032 
Sig. (2-t) 0.201 0.088 0.463 
Independence Pearson  -0.170** 0.094* 0.037 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.032 0.405 
Interdependence Pearson  -0.147** 0.094* 0.009 
Sig. (2-t) 0.001 0.032 0.833 
Social Engagement Pearson  -0.101* 0.072 0.007 
Sig. (2-t) 0.021 0.100 0.867 
STEP Composite Pearson  -0.137** 0.098* 0.034 
Sig. (2-t) 0.002 0.024 0.430 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level. ** indicates significance at 0.01.  
 Several of the correlations in Table 8 exceed the threshold for weak-to-moderate 
strength (>0.1), but none rose much above that. One noteworthy finding is that teachers 
appeared to detect a greater relationship between poverty and overall SEL levels than did 
their students during Y0 (students: -0.003; teachers: -0.137). Table 9 presents correlations 






Pearson Correlations Between Year 1 Teacher Survey Results and Demographic Factors 
Construct Correlation Free/Reduced Population White 
Behavioral Engagement Pearson -0.085* 0.075 0.118** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.036 0.065 0.004 
Cognitive Engagement Pearson -0.068 0.040 0.050 
Sig. (2-t) 0.091 0.314 0.217 
Emotional Engagement Pearson -0.027 -0.004 0.021 
Sig. (2-t) 0.499 0.926 0.600 
Independence Pearson -0.056 0.035 0.103* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.167 0.384 0.011 
Interdependence Pearson -0.033 0.056 0.018 
Sig. (2-t) 0.432 0.180 0.671 
Social Engagement Pearson -0.019 -0.003 0.102* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.647 0.933 0.012 
STEP Composite Pearson -0.058 0.034 0.088* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.147 0.392 0.028 
GRIT Composite Pearson -0.033 0.036 0.038 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.437 0.397 0.365 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level. ** indicates significance at 0.01. 
 Correlations for Y1 are generally weak; however, several relationships appear to 
carry over from Y0, such as the inverse relationship between STEP scores and poverty 
and the positive relationship between ethnic composition and Behavioral Engagement. 
While these relationships may not be ideal from an SEL standpoint (one might hope that 
lower SES levels did not harm SEL performance, contrary to the above observations), 






Pearson Correlations Between Year 2 Teacher Survey Results and Demographic Factors 
Construct Correlation Free/Reduced Population White 
Behavioral Engagement Pearson  -0.121** 0.099** 0.044 
Sig. (2-t) 0.001 0.005 0.207 
Cognitive Engagement Pearson  -0.128** 0.169** 0.016 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.645 
Emotional Engagement Pearson  -0.044 0.071* -0.024 
Sig. (2-t) 0.203 0.042 0.498 
Independence Pearson  -0.091** 0.097** 0.036 
Sig. (2-t) 0.009 0.006 0.301 
Interdependence Pearson  -0.071* 0.078* -0.044 
Sig. (2-t) 0.046 0.029 0.214 
Social Engagement Pearson  -0.030 0.022 0.019 
Sig. (2-t) 0.399 0.532 0.590 
STEP Composite Pearson  -0.106** 0.115** 0.023 
Sig. (2-t) 0.002 0.001 0.504 
GRIT Composite Pearson  -0.104** 0.121** 0.004 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.004 0.001 0.904 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level. ** indicates significance at 0.01. 
 Whereas Y1 results yielded but a single relationship significant at the 0.05 level 
(Behavioral Engagement to percent White), Y2 results yield 10 significant relationships. 
The response rate for Y2 was higher than it was for Y1 (see Table 4). 
Research Questions 1 and 2: Their Relevance to Other Research Questions 
 The results from these analyses suggest that non-academic factors do relate to 
SEL scores. The most consistent (if relatively weak) relationship is that between poverty 
(free/reduced lunch rates) and SEL performance. For both students and teachers, higher 
levels of student poverty appear to be inversely related to perceptions of student SEL. 
 Other results are less consistent. Ethnicity (percent White) generally correlates 
positively with SEL, meaning that schools with predominately White student populations 
had generally better SEL scores than did their more minority-rich counterparts. This 




 The least consistent relationship is between population (school size) and SEL. 
While larger schools very generally performed better on measures of SEL, many 
exceptions to this pattern have been identified by the researcher. 
 The vast majority of the SEL and demographic relationships have been found to 
be weak. While this may seem to suggest that these relationships are largely irrelevant to 
SEL/academic factors relationships, such cannot be easily determined without further 
analyses, which were conducted for Research Questions 5 and 6. 
Analysis of Research Question 3 
The third research question examined the relationship between STEP scores and 
sub-scores and ACT scores and sub-scores. Pearson correlations were used to answer this 
question and Research Question 4 so that the researcher could assess the relationships 
between academic performance and STEP/GRIT student survey results. As has been the 
case for all previous research questions, only condensed tables are presented here, with 






Correlations Between Year 0 Student Survey Results and ACT Scores and Sub-scores 
Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Behavioral 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.047** 0.039** 0.030** 0.053** 0.052** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 
Cognitive 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.058** 0.058** 0.025** 0.066** 0.061** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.006 0.000 0.000 
Emotional 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.042** 0.033** 0.027** 0.049** 0.053** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.004 0.000 0.000 
Independence Pearson  0.031** 0.027** 0.013 0.035** 0.037** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.001 0.003 0.172 0.000 0.000 
Interdependence Pearson  0.025** 0.019* 0.014 0.031** 0.031** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.007 0.039 0.134 0.001 0.001 
Social 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.022* 0.021* -0.001 0.026** 0.033** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.014 0.021 0.942 0.004 0.000 
STEP 
Composite 
Pearson  0.047** 0.041** 0.025** 0.054** 0.054** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.006 0.000 0.000 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level; ** indicates significance at 0.01.  
Probably the most relevant finding to be gleaned from Table 11 is that the ACT 
score (composite) and all sub-scores correlate with the STEP score. While these 
correlations are statistically significant, they are low. Additionally, Y0 surveys were 
administered prior to the commencement of the GRIT program, so they do not include 
GRIT scores or sub-scores. This leads to Y1, the results of which are in the following 





Correlations Between Year 1 Student Survey Results and ACT Scores and Sub-scores 
Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Behavioral 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.034** 0.030* 0.037** 0.034** 0.022 
Sig. (2-t) 0.005 0.014 0.002 0.005 0.071 
Cognitive 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.029* 0.035** 0.032** 0.022 0.023 
Sig. (2-t) 0.016 0.004 0.007 0.071 0.056 
Emotional 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.031* 0.034** 0.035** 0.025* 0.031** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.010 0.004 0.003 0.042 0.010 
Independence Pearson  0.016 0.014 0.030* 0.011 0.015 
Sig. (2-t) 0.184 0.258 0.015 0.375 0.214 
Interdependence Pearson  0.010 0.007 0.028* 0.006 0.008 
Sig. (2-t) 0.400 0.568 0.021 0.607 0.486 
Social 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.003 0.003 0.002 0.005 0.001 
Sig. (2-t) 0.830 0.805 0.881 0.673 0.949 
STEP 
Composite 
Pearson  0.024* 0.026* 0.030* 0.019 0.022 
Sig. (2-t) 0.041 0.028 0.011 0.111 0.069 
GRIT 
Composite 
Pearson  0.037** 0.035** 0.040** 0.033** 0.035** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.003 0.004 0.001 0.007 0.005 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level; ** indicates significance at 0.01. 
 The STEP score to ACT correlations for Y1 are somewhat weaker than they were 
in Y0; however, GRIT Composite score to ACT score correlations are significant. The 






Correlations Between Year 2 Student Survey Results and ACT Scores and Sub-scores 
Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Behavioral 
Engagement 
Pearson  -0.078** -0.095** -0.036** -0.094** -0.069** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Cognitive 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.052** 0.057** 0.044** 0.046** 0.045** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Emotional 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.006 0.005 0.014 -0.005 0.009 
Sig. (2-t) 0.560 0.600 0.148 0.629 0.354 
Independence Pearson  0.050** 0.027** 0.045** 0.065** 0.041** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.007 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Interdependence Pearson  0.036** 0.039** 0.027** 0.033** 0.031** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.007 0.001 0.002 
Social 
Engagement 
Pearson  -0.013 -0.031** -0.013 -0.029** -0.008 
Sig. (2-t) 0.184 0.002 0.193 0.004 0.442 
STEP 
Composite 
Pearson  0.023* 0.009 0.028** 0.021* 0.020* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.019 0.363 0.005 0.032 0.038 
GRIT 
Composite 
Pearson 0.053** 0.056** 0.046** 0.042** 0.054** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level; ** indicates significance at 0.01. 
 While the correlations for Y2 are somewhat better than for Y1, they still account 
for less 1% of variance. Teacher surveys and their relationship to ACT scores and sub-
scores are worthy of examination as well. Ideally, they will yield stronger results, but 
such can only the determined through careful analysis. 
Analysis of Research Question 4 
 Question 4 is identical to Question 3, with the only difference being that it 
considers the relationships between teacher STEP and GRIT survey results. This pattern 
of identical questions being asked for student and then teacher data will continue through 






Correlations Between Year 0 Teacher Survey Results and ACT Scores and Sub-scores 
Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Behavioral 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.133** 0.133** 0.099* 0.132** 0.121** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.002 0.002 0.023 0.002 0.006 
Cognitive 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.096* 0.090* 0.062 0.103* 0.094* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.027 0.038 0.150 0.017 0.030 
Emotional 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.093* 0.090* 0.048 0.086* 0.109* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.031 0.037 0.273 0.048 0.012 
Independence Pearson  0.165** 0.158** 0.108* 0.150** 0.169** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.014 0.001 0.000 
Interdependence Pearson  0.128** 0.129** 0.064 0.112* 0.144** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.003 0.003 0.144 0.011 0.001 
Social 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.096* 0.084 0.070 0.080 0.112* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.028 0.054 0.109 0.068 0.010 
STEP 
Composite 
Pearson  0.152** 0.146** 0.099* 0.142** 0.157** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.001 0.022 0.001 0.000 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level; ** indicates significance at 0.01. 
 Correlations between Y0 teacher STEP scores and sub-scores and ACT scores 
and sub-scores appear (Table 14) to be statistically significant and meaningful. For 
instance, the STEP Composite score correlates at a rate of 0.152 with the ACT composite 
score. The stronger results (compared to those of students for the same year) continue, 
with all but the ACT mathematics score correlating at a rate in excess of 0.1. Behavioral 
Engagement, Independence, and Interdependence all also correlate meaningfully (>0.1) 






Correlations Between Year 1 Teacher Survey Results and ACT Scores and Sub-scores  
Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Behavioral 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.045 0.046 0.063 0.014 0.063 
Sig. (2-t) 0.271 0.255 0.118 0.723 0.123 
Cognitive 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.042 0.031 0.072 0.022 0.062 
Sig. (2-t) 0.292 0.441 0.072 0.577 0.124 
Emotional 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.019 0.005 0.049 -0.009 0.066 
Sig. (2-t) 0.637 0.899 0.223 0.817 0.103 
Independence Pearson  0.029 0.023 0.051 0.011 0.048 
Sig. (2-t) 0.481 0.564 0.209 0.784 0.240 
Interdependence Pearson  0.067 0.072 0.074 0.054 0.066 
Sig. (2-t) 0.108 0.082 0.076 0.196 0.111 
Social 
Engagement 
Pearson  -0.010 -0.012 0.006 -0.032 0.026 
Sig. (2-t) 0.815 0.768 0.884 0.438 0.529 
STEP 
Composite 
Pearson  0.032 0.025 0.054 0.007 0.060 
Sig. (2-t) 0.429 0.527 0.177 0.856 0.134 
GRIT 
Composite 
Pearson  0.039 0.025 0.084* 0.034 0.041 
Sig. (2-t) 0.349 0.559 0.046 0.425 0.326 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level; ** indicates significance at 0.01. 
 As has become a pattern for Y1 results, no meaningful (>0.1) correlations appear 
between Y1 GRIT and STEP scores and ACT scores and sub-scores. The only 
relationship that rises above significance at the 0.05 level is that of the relationship 
between GRIT scores and ACT mathematics scores, which accounts for less than 1% of 
variance. Results for the final year of data collection (Y2) may be somewhat better if 






Correlations Between Year 2 Teacher Survey Results and ACT Scores and Sub-scores  
Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Behavioral 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.078* 0.067 0.100** 0.044 0.105** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.026 0.055 0.004 0.207 0.003 
Cognitive 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.133** 0.134** 0.142** 0.105** 0.126** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.000 
Emotional 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.051 0.050 0.074* 0.027 0.068 
Sig. (2-t) 0.141 0.155 0.033 0.431 0.050 
Independence Pearson  0.077* 0.078* 0.088* 0.051 0.083* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.028 0.027 0.012 0.144 0.018 
Interdependence Pearson  0.071* 0.074* 0.082* 0.044 0.076* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.044 0.036 0.021 0.221 0.033 
Social 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.016 0.015 0.029 -0.009 0.035 
Sig. (2-t) 0.650 0.661 0.405 0.802 0.322 
STEP 
Composite 
Pearson  0.095** 0.092** 0.110** 0.065 0.105** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.006 0.008 0.001 0.061 0.003 
GRIT 
Composite 
Pearson  0.095** 0.088* 0.119** 0.069 0.091* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.008 0.014 0.001 0.056 0.012 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level; ** indicates significance at 0.01. 
 Although the correlations for Y2 are somewhat weaker than they were for Y0, 
they remain stronger than they were for Y1. The GRIT and ACT correlations achieve 
near-meaningful results at several levels (with meaningful being defined as a correlation 
of at least 0.1, as per Pallant, 2011) with the relationship between mathematics and GRIT 
score rising to 0.119. Additionally, the STEP scores appear to correlate with all but the 
Reading section of the ACT with at least some significance.  
Research Questions 3 and 4: Their Relevance to Other Research Questions 
 As was the case for Research Questions 1 and 2, several statistically significant 
relationships between SEL and the other factors being investigated appear to exist, but 
none of them account for large amounts of variance (at least 4%) in academic 




The answer to this may largely depend on how one defines relevant. From the 
perspective of academic performance, the answer appears to be only slightly. From a non-
academic perspective, the answer remains less certain: None of the data gathered thus far 
relate to disciplinary issues, drug or alcohol use, or any number of possible measures of 
non-academic student behavioral patterns. Before dismissing the value of SEL as a 
predictor of academic performance, one should consider the possibility that academic and 
the school-level non-academic factors included in this research will interact in a 
meaningful way. 
None of the correlations identified in the analyses for Research Questions 3 and 4 
are >0.2; however, none of these analyses have controlled for poverty (free/reduced 
lunch), school size, or ethnicity of the school population (percent White). Research 
Questions 5 and 6 will take all of these factors into account, ideally yielding results of 
greater utility to the researcher and the reader. 
Analysis of Research Question 5 
 While Research Question 5—a question designed to evaluate the relationship 
between student STEP/GRIT scores with ACT scores and sub-scores while controlling 
for demographic factors (poverty, school size, and school ethnic composition)—is quite 
similar the previous questions, answering it is somewhat more complex. This question 
and Question 6 were answered using partial correlations so that the researcher could 
control for the effects of demographic factors while investigating the potential 
relationship between academic performance and STEP/GRIT scores. As the researcher 
needed to control for three demographic factors, analysis for each year properly requires 




one controlling for ethnic composition, and a final chart simultaneously controlling for all 
of these factors. Rather than attempting to present all of this information in Chapter IV, 
only one table will be presented per year herein. These condensed tables will control for 
all factors and will only provide a selection of correlations. Complete tables for each 
controlling factor and each survey construct and sub-construct are contained in Appendix 
C. Table 17 provides the results for Y0. 
Table 17 
Partial Correlations Between Year 0 Student Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Poverty, Population, and Ethnicity 
Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Behavioral 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.018* 0.008 0.002 0.026** 0.032** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.048 0.385 0.793 0.004 0.001 
Cognitive 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.034** 0.040** -0.002 0.046** 0.042** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.846 0.000 0.000 
Emotional 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.033** 0.025** 0.006 0.040** 0.052** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.006 0.495 0.000 0.000 
Independence Pearson  0.032** 0.032** 0.006** 0.039** 0.043** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.001 0.001 0.551 0.000 0.000 
Interdependence Pearson  0.021* 0.017 0.000 0.027** 0.034** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.020 0.060 0.967 0.003 0.000 
Social 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.018 0.017 -0.007 0.025** 0.035** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.051 0.066 0.430 0.008 0.000 
STEP 
Composite 
Pearson  0.034** 0.032** 0.003 0.044** 0.050** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.778 0.000 0.000 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level; ** indicates significance at 0.01.  
 The number of statistically significant correlations in Table 17 is considerable; 
however, none of the STEP scores or sub-scores appear to account for even 1% of 
variance. Results from Y0 tell us nothing about the GRIT program, as it was not 
implemented until Y1, but they do not bode well for the notion that increased SEL will 




Analysis of data from the next year (Y1), as can be found in Table 18, may yield 
different results. 
Table 18 
Partial Correlations Between Year 1 Student Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Poverty, Population, and Ethnicity 
Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Behavioral 
Engagement 
Pearson  -0.010 -0.014 0.011 -0.006 -0.020 
Sig. (2-t) 0.542 0.388 0.481 0.727 0.194 
Cognitive 
Engagement 
Pearson  -0.002 0.018 0.013 -0.016 -0.006 
Sig. (2-t) 0.876 0.257 0.420 0.310 0.699 
Emotional 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.017 0.029 0.026 -0.006 0.029 
Sig. (2-t) 0.270 0.069 0.099 0.707 0.065 
Independence Pearson  0.016 0.026 0.028 0.003 0.014 
Sig. (2-t) 0.302 0.099 0.077 0.826 0.391 
Interdependence Pearson  0.019 0.025 0.034* 0.006 0.014 
Sig. (2-t) 0.234 0.108 0.029 0.682 0.377 
Social 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.023 0.033* 0.029 0.014 0.014 
Sig. (2-t) 0.153 0.035 0.069 0.381 0.378 
STEP 
Composite 
Pearson  0.010 0.023 0.026 -0.003 0.007 
Sig. (2-t) 0.506 0.138 0.103 0.839 0.668 
GRIT 
Composite 
Pearson  0.038* 0.042** 0.046** 0.027 0.024 
Sig. (2-t) 0.016 0.008 0.003 0.089 0.126 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level; ** indicates significance at 0.01. 
 The results in Table 18 reveal few significant correlations, but not surprising 
given previous results from the Y1 survey. The results from the GRIT scale do appear to 
be stronger than are those from the STEP scale; however, they account for less than 1% 
of variance in ACT scores or sub-scores. At this rate, one may begin to question the 
utility of analyzing the results of Y2; however, one must consider the possibility, even if 
it be a remote one, that Table 19 (Y2 survey results) will yield results that account for a 






Partial Correlations Between Year 2 Student Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Poverty, Population, and Ethnicity 
Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Behavioral 
Engagement 
Pearson  -0.129** -0.150** -0.035** -0.135** -0.104** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 
Cognitive 
Engagement 
Pearson  -0.001 0.004 0.005 -0.011 0.007 
Sig. (2-t) 0.895 0.727 0.634 0.266 0.475 
Emotional 
Engagement 
Pearson  -0.043** -0.050** -0.001 -0.058** -0.016 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.909 0.000 0.127 
Independence Pearson  0.160** 0.140** 0.114** 0.141** 0.075** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Interdependence Pearson  0.009 0.004 0.003 0.005 0.017 
Sig. (2-t) 0.378 0.691 0.747 0.641 0.096 
Social 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.036** 0.058** -0.016 0.011 -0.025* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.001 0.000 0.123 0.279 0.013 
STEP 
Composite 
Pearson  0.045** 0.033** 0.046** 0.026* 0.014 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.173 
GRIT 
Composite 
Pearson  -0.004 -0.005 0.001 -0.018 0.018 
Sig. (2-t) 0.677 0.642 0.954 0.084 0.085 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level. ** indicates significance at 0.01. 
 The results from Y2 are more interesting than are those of previous years. Results 
from the STEP survey appear to correlate with higher ACT scores (even if those 
correlations are low). Unexpectedly, Behavioral Engagement had an inverse relationship 
with academic performance, suggesting that students who perceive themselves to be more 
engaged in school do not perform as well as though who consider themselves to be less 
so. Before coming to any premature conclusions as to the importance of this matter, one 
may do well to examine the results of the teacher versions of the STEP and GRIT 





Analysis of Research Question 6 
 Research Question 6 is identical to Research Question 5, save for the fact that it 
considers results from the teacher edition of the survey rather than the student edition. As 
was the case for Research Question 5, only condensed tables with relationships calculated 
controlling for all three years have been presented in this chapter. Complete tables are 
included in Appendix C. 
 First, let us consider the correlations for Y0 of the teacher edition of the STEP 
survey. A selection of these can be found in Table 20. 
Table 20 
Partial Correlations Between Year 0 Teacher Survey Results and ACT scores, 
Controlling for Poverty, Population, and Ethnicity 
Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Behavioral 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.084 0.091* 0.048 0.069 0.105* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.057 0.039 0.284 0.121 0.017 
Cognitive 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.049 0.046 0.021 0.055 0.062 
Sig. (2-t) 0.270 0.301 0.629 0.219 0.162 
Emotional 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.057 0.056 0.026 0.053 0.076 
Sig. (2-t) 0.200 0.207 0.552 0.232 0.088 
Independence Pearson  0.090* 0.066 0.091* 0.069 0.103* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.042 0.137 0.040 0.119 0.020 
Interdependence Pearson  0.052 0.034 0.049 0.029 0.073 
Sig. (2-t) 0.245 0.446 0.267 0.509 0.100 
Social 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.039 0.010 0.058 0.015 0.062 
Sig. (2-t) 0.383 0.829 0.193 0.730 0.162 
STEP 
Composite 
Pearson  0.076 0.060 0.065 0.061 0.095* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.085 0.176 0.142 0.171 0.032 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level; ** indicates significance at 0.01.  
 Several statistically significant relationships exist between STEP scores and sub-
scores and ACT scores. A few of these rise to the level of accounting for at least 1% of 
variance. Behavioral Engagement, for instance, correlates at a rate of 0.105 with scores of 




the same section. Unfortunately, the STEP Composite score does not correlate at a rate at 
or above 0.1 (the threshold for meaningfulness) with any part of the ACT, although it 
comes close (0.095) to doing so with the Science section. Ideally, Y1 (Table 21) will 
provide more significant results. 
Table 21 
Partial Correlations Between Year 1 Teacher Survey Results and ACT scores, 
Controlling for Poverty, Population, and Ethnicity 
Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Behavioral 
Engagement 
Pearson  -0.066 -0.048 0.059 -0.116 -0.022 
Sig. (2-t) 0.340 0.493 0.398 0.095 0.752 
Cognitive 
Engagement 
Pearson  -0.050 -0.067 0.068 -0.063 -0.022 
Sig. (2-t) 0.471 0.336 0.326 0.363 0.750 
Emotional 
Engagement 
Pearson  -0.029 -0.046 0.106 -0.057 0.004 
Sig. (2-t) 0.680 0.506 0.128 0.411 0.950 
Independence Pearson  -0.082 -0.068 0.028 -0.123 -0.025 
Sig. (2-t) 0.237 0.331 0.684 0.076 0.719 
Interdependence Pearson  -0.009 0.031 0.043 -0.067 0.025 
Sig. (2-t) 0.899 0.657 0.539 0.338 0.717 
Social 
Engagement 
Pearson  -0.010 -0.010 0.052 -0.063 0.050 
Sig. (2-t) 0.884 0.885 0.453 0.369 0.476 
STEP 
Composite 
Pearson  -0.056 -0.048 0.057 -0.099 -0.005 
Sig. (2-t) 0.421 0.492 0.412 0.153 0.939 
GRIT 
Composite 
Pearson  -0.054 -0.057 0.066 -0.067 -0.041 
Sig. (2-t) 0.435 0.413 0.341 0.333 0.555 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level; ** indicates significance at 0.01. 
 The correlations for Y1 are even weaker than were those for Y0. No statistically 
significant relationships exist, despite there being a low bar to statistical significance 
(p<0.05). This is as expected, as results from Y1 have proven to be consistently weaker 
than are those from either Y0 or Y2. The final year (Y2) results, which can be found in 







Partial Correlations Between Year 2 Teacher Survey Results and ACT scores, 
Controlling for Poverty, Population, and Ethnicity 
Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Behavioral 
Engagement 
Pearson  -0.036 -0.061 0.045 -0.076* 0.020 
Sig. (2-t) 0.316 0.094 0.219 0.036 0.583 
Cognitive 
Engagement 
Pearson  -0.021 -0.025 0.053 -0.058 0.001 
Sig. (2-t) 0.560 0.491 0.143 0.111 0.970 
Emotional 
Engagement 
Pearson  -0.014 -0.025 0.048 -0.051 0.028 
Sig. (2-t) 0.708 0.490 0.183 0.162 0.441 
Independence Pearson  -0.012 -0.015 0.047 -0.049 0.011 
Sig. (2-t) 0.749 0.682 0.199 0.179 0.768 
Interdependence Pearson  -0.008 -0.006 0.030 -0.042 0.014 
Sig. (2-t) 0.836 0.870 0.410 0.244 0.703 
Social 
Engagement 
Pearson  -0.011 -0.013 0.025 -0.053 0.021 
Sig. (2-t) 0.764 0.718 0.498 0.143 0.567 
STEP 
Composite 
Pearson  -0.018 -0.025 0.049 -0.060 0.015 
Sig. (2-t) 0.617 0.485 0.173 0.096 0.670 
GRIT 
Composite 
Pearson  -0.028 -0.048 0.055 -0.058 -0.004 
Sig. (2-t) 0.438 0.184 0.132 0.112 0.910 
Note:  * indicates significance at the 0.05 level. ** indicates significance at 0.01. 
 The results from Y2 are slightly better than are those from Y1, as has generally 
proven to be the case for previous questions. The data yield no conclusive evidence as to 
why this is the case. 
 A review of the data for all three years (Y0-Y2) demonstrates that the results of 
the teacher STEP and GRIT surveys have significant but low correlations with ACT 
scores and sub-scores. This leads to Question 7: To what extent do teacher and student 





Research Questions 5 and 6: Their Relevance to Other Research Questions 
 Analyses for Research Questions 5 and 6 suggest that student and teacher SEL 
scores account rarely account for even 1% of ACT score or sub-score variance. This 
should not be taken to suggest that SEL is irrelevant to student performance in all 
domains, such as the ability of students to build useful social relationships with peers or 
the ability of students to contribute to their families and communities. However, for the 
current sample, SEL (at least as measured by the STEP survey) does not appear to be of 
great importance to academic performance. 
Analysis of Research Question 7 
 Research Question 7 considers the correlations between aggregate school-level 
student and teacher STEP and GRIT survey results on a year-by-year basis. Pearson 
correlations were used to answer this question so that the researcher could assess the 
relationships between student and teacher STEP/GRIT survey results, and aggregate files 
were used to compensate for the radically different student and teacher survey sample 
sizes. 
  For the sake of consistency, the same constructs and sub-constructs used in 
previous STEP/GRIT correlation tables are included in the table addressing this question 







Correlations Between Student and Teacher STEP Survey Results by Year  
Construct Correlation Y0 Y1 Y2 
Behavioral 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.085 0.679** 0.071 
Sig. (2-t) 0.708 0.001 0.747 
Cognitive 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.014 0.173 0.571** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.949 0.454 0.004 
Emotional 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.161 -0.068 0.254 
Sig. (2-t) 0.473 0.777 0.243 
Independence Pearson  0.147 0.414 0.231 
Sig. (2-t) 0.513 0.069 0.288 
Interdependence Pearson  0.244 0.331 0.276 
Sig. (2-t) 0.274 0.154 0.202 
Social 
Engagement 
Pearson  0.209 0.279 0.212 
Sig. (2-t) 0.352 0.233 0.332 
STEP 
Composite 
Pearson  0.222 0.376 0.290 
Sig. (2-t) 0.321 0.093 0.179 
GRIT 
Composite 
Pearson  -- -0.296 0.334 
Sig. (2-t) -- 0.219 0.119 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level; ** indicates significance at 0.01. 
 Whereas results from the student survey oftentimes suffered from the problem of 
proving statistically significant but only rarely meaningful, results from the student/ 
teacher survey results correlations suffer from the opposite problem—many of them 
appear meaningful (p>0.1) but few of them are statistically significant (p<0.05). Overall, 
both student and teacher STEP and GRIT survey results correlated in a meaningful way 
(p>0.2), suggesting that both groups partially concurred in their perceptions of student 
SEL. That students and teachers would perceive student SEL somewhat differently 
should come as no great surprise: They have different levels of education, different 
experiences, and quite possibly, different ideas as to how to interpret the survey 
questions. Several constructs, such as Behavioral Engagement and Cognitive 
Engagement, proved extremely inconsistent in the extent to which they correlated from 




generally at odds in their perceptions, with the obvious exceptions of Emotional 
Engagement and GRIT composite scores. No obvious explanation for these inverse 
correlations has been identified by the author; however, these constructs are relatively 
complex and subtle. That external perceptions of engagement (by teachers) and internal 
perceptions of engagement (by students) differ is not necessarily a sign of a flawed 
instrument. 
Research Questions 7: Its Relevance to Other Research Questions 
Thus far, several patterns from emerged from the analyses. First, SEL does not 
appear to relate strongly to academic performance after controlling for non-academic 
factors. Second, students and teachers are somewhat consistent in their observations of 
SEL. However, these patterns do not provide much information as to the effectiveness of 
the GRIT program. This can be determined by considering changes in SEL scores over 
time. 
Analysis of Research Question 8 
 The extent to which survey responses correlate from one year to the next has yet 
to be examined. Research Question 8 does just that by comparing Y0 survey results to 
survey results from later years. To account for different levels of GRIT performance, 
schools have been sorted and split by fidelity of program implementation (FOPI). T-tests 
were then run within two of these groups (yellow and green) to compare year-to-year 
score changes. Only schools that were deemed by FranklinCovey to have either yellow 
(marginal implementation) or green (effective implementation) of the GRIT program 
were included in data analysis. Schools that were categorized as having red (poor 




constitute a meaningful sample. Table 24 contains summary demographic data by year 
for the total population, including average White, Free Lunch, and Free + Reduced Lunch 
rates. Complete school-level data can be found in Appendix A. 
Table 24 
Summary Demographic Data by Year (Year 0 – Year 2) 
Year Students White Free Lunch Free + Reduced Teachers 
Year 0 (2013) 17,111 88.7%    47.2% 55.3% 1,036 
Year 1 (2014) 16,808 87.8%    50.4% 56.2% 1,085 
Year 2 (2015) 17,254 87.6%    51.0% 67.8%  1,081 
 
As can be seen in Table 24, the demographic factors for these schools were 
relatively consistent, with ethnicity (percentage White) changing less than 2% per year 
and Free Lunch and Free + Reduced Lunch rates increasing over time.  
Due to the Y0 survey only containing STEP questions, no GRIT survey constructs 
or sub-constructs have been included in these analyses. This somewhat restricts the data 
available for review; however, they should still provide a reasonably meaningful 
assessment of school-level SEL. As was the case for all previous analyses, only 
incomplete tables are presented in this chapter, with complete results contained in 
Appendix C. Additionally, a FOPI frequency table and list of all schools by coding can 
be found in Table 34 (Appendix A). Table 25 examines student scores and their 
consistency over time. Additionally, this table includes mean and standard deviation data 
for each category, which have been omitted from the complete tables due to its limited 
relevance for non-significant constructs/sub-constructs. In all cases, data from Y0 were 
categorized as Variable 1, and data from either Y1 or Y2 (depending on the comparison 


















T-value -2.617* -1.000 0.348 -0.755 
Sig. (2-t) 0.040 0.351 0.736 0.468 
 Mean -0.040 -0.410 0.012 -0.032 
 SD 0.040 1.160 0.105 0.139 
Cognitive 
Engagement 
T-value -11.569 ** -20.364** -5.155** -16.506** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
 Mean -0.155 -0.372 -0.198 -0.362 
 SD 0.036 0.052 0.128 0.073 
Emotional 
Engagement 
T-value 0.896 -2.024 -0.610 -1.335 
Sig. (2-t) 0.405 0.083 0.557 0.211 
 Mean 0.045 -0.245 -0.047 -0.106 
 SD 0.133 0.343 0.246 0.264 
Independence T-value -4.936** -2.664* -2.771* -8.504** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.003 0.032 0.022 0.000 
 Mean -0.061 -0.523 -0.052 -0.225 
 SD 0.033 0.558 0.059 0.088 
Interdependence T-value 2.976* -8.590** 1.825 -5.695** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.025 0.000 0.101 0.000 
 Mean 0.050 -0.166 0.031 -0.195 
 SD 0.045 0.055 0.054 0.114 
Social 
Engagement 
T-value -3.793** -2.325 -6.308** -9.640** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.009 0.053 0.000 0.000 
 Mean -0.117 -0.670 -0.118 -0.271 
 SD 0.056 0.815 0.059 0.093 
STEP Composite T-value -2.516* -4.008** -2.079 -4.698** 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.046 0.005 0.064 0.001 
 Mean -0.040 -0.362 -0.092 -0.173 
 SD 0.042 0.256 0.146 0.122 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level; ** indicates significance at 0.01. Y0/Y1:  
Y0 = Variable 1; Y1 = Variable 2; Y0/Y2: Y2 = Variable 2. 
 
 The data within Table 25 suggest that there are statistically significant average 
differences between many construct and sub-construct scores from one year to the next, 
with the one notable exception being the Emotional Engagement, which showed no 
significant difference for any of the FOPI/year comparisons. Differences in student STEP 
Composite scores from one year to the next are statistically significant for three out of 




from one year to the next at both the green and yellow levels of fidelity implementation. 
The mean and standard deviation values for each of these constructs and sub-constructs 
(rather than those for the t-test values as seen in Table 25) can be found in Table 78 
(Appendix C).  
Teacher STEP survey relationships are included in Table 26. As was the case in 
the t-test chart of students’ data, this table includes mean and standard deviation data for 
each category. Table 79 (Appendix C) provides the mean and standard deviation values 
































T-value 5.724** 5.090** 2.414* 2.864* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.001 0.001 0.036 0.017 
 Mean 0.194 0.136 0.171 0.210 
 SD 0.096 0.076 0.236 0.243 
Cognitive 
Engagement 
T-value -2.269 -3.084* -1.158 -2.560* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.058 0.018 0.274 0.028 
 Mean -0.129 -0.155 -0.043 -0.095 
 SD 0.160 0.142 0.124 0.123 
Emotional 
Engagement 
T-value 0.425 0.544 2.741* 2.750* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.684 0.603 0.021 0.020 
 Mean 0.032 0.033 0.167 0.129 
 SD 0.214 0.172 0.202 0.156 
Independence T-value -1.423 -0.684 0.347 2.079 
Sig. (2-t) 0.198 0.516 0.736 0.064 
 Mean -0.010 -0.038 0.020 0.112 
 SD 0.198 0.158 0.187 0.179 
Interdependence T-value -0.999 -2.231 0.470 -1.532 
Sig. (2-t) 0.351 0.061 0.648 0.157 
 Mean -0.089 -0.183 0.030 -0.118 
 SD 0.253 0.232 0.211 0.255 
Social 
Engagement 
T-value -3.536** -5.023** -2.583* -3.314** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.010 0.002 0.027 0.008 
 Mean -0.324 -0.315 -0.132 -0.172 
 SD 0.259 0.177 0.170 0.172 
STEP 
Composite 
T-value -1.533 -2.029 0.078 -0.120 
Sig. (2-t) 0.169 0.082 0.939 0.907 
 Mean -0.099 -0.106 0.004 -0.005 
 SD 0.183 0.148 0.172 0.149 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level; ** indicates significance at 0.01. Y0/Y1:  
Y0 = Variable 1; Y1 = Variable 2; Y0/Y2: Y2 = Variable 2. 
 
The data within Table 26 suggest that there are statistically significant average 
differences between several constructs and sub-construct scores from one year to the 
next; however, the number of these differences is smaller than was the case for the 
student edition of the STEP survey. Only two constructs—Behavioral Engagement and 
Social Engagement—achieve significant differences for at least three FOPI/year 




teacher STEP Composite scores never achieve statistically significant average 
differences. Teachers appear to be more consistent in their observations than are their 
students. Another point of relevance is that several of student and teacher t-test scores are 
in opposite directions, including Y0/Y1 (Green) Behavioral Engagement—a pattern that 
will be examined in the Discussion section. 
Research Question 8: Its Relevance to Other Research Questions 
 An examination of these results suggests that results from one year to the next did 
change. Student survey responses appear to be less consistent than those of teachers. The 
relevance of this pattern and trends in SEL scores will be considered in Chapter V.  
Summary 
 This research has explored the relationships between perceptions (student and 
teacher) of student SEL and academic and non-academic factors. It has also attempted to 
measure the consistency of student and teacher perceptions of SEL, both with each other 
and from one year to the next. Numerous statistically significant relationships have been 
identified, as have multiple relationships that account for meaningful levels of score and 
performance variance. Despite this, the results of these analyses are not generally 
promising. Academic performance and SEL do not correlate consistently, and measures 
of SEL themselves vary greatly by year and from students to teachers. It is difficult to 
determine if this lack of a large number of strongly meaningful relationships is the result 
of instrumentation error (problems with the survey or its administration) or difficulties in 






CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
 The purpose of this study is to determine what, if any, effect the GRIT program 
has on SEL in participating high schools, controlling for school-level ACT scores, 
free/reduced lunch rates, population, and ethnicity (percent White). The research herein 
was conducted by analyzing an existing dataset of measures of student and teacher 
perceptions of SEL in the classroom and determining the extent to which they correlate 
with measures of academic performance. Using SEL survey data from the Rock Solid 
Evaluation Team, school-level academic and socioeconomic data from the Kentucky 
Department of Education (KDE), and fidelity of program implementation (FOPI) data 
from FranklinCovey, the publisher of the GRIT program, the researcher conducted a 
quantitative study. Statistical methods used in this study included correlations, partial 
correlations, and paired sample t-tests.  
The research population included all students and teachers in GRIT participating 
schools in the Green River Regional Educational Cooperative (GRREC) and the Ohio 
Valley Educational Cooperative (OVEC) regions. Student survey response rates for all 
three years (Y0, Y1, and Y2) averaged 51.3%, and teacher survey response rates 
averaged 62.0%. The number of students and teachers in participating schools as well as 
the survey response rate varied from over time. More than 30,000 completed student and 
teacher surveys were analyzed in the course of this research. Complete year-by-year 






Discussion of Research Questions 1 
 The first research question considered the relationship between socioeconomic 
status (SES) and the results of the student SEL survey on a year-by-year basis. Three 
measures of SES were included in the correlational analysis—free/reduced lunch rates (a 
measure of poverty), school population, and percentage of the school population that was 
reported as being White. Free/reduced lunch rates were found to have a negative 
correlation with several of the factors measured, including Behavioral Engagement (Y0, 
Y1, Y2), Cognitive Engagement (Y0, Y1, Y2), Emotional Engagement (Y1, Y2), the 
STEP (Y0, Y1, Y2) and GRIT (Y1, Y2) composite scores, and many other factors and 
sub-factors, the correlations for all of which can found in Tables 39 through 41 
(Appendix C). Interestingly, most of the relationships were very weak, so much so that a 
great many of them did not rise to the level of statistical significance (alpha = 0.05) 
despite the large sample size.  
Stated simply, SES does appear to be relevant to considerations of student SEL, 
but the strength of this relationship is not strong enough to be a major factor in 
determining SEL levels within the group studied in this research. This may be partially 
due to the restricted range in the schools surveyed, with almost all schools falling within 
the middle quartiles for free/reduced lunch rates (max. free/reduced lunch = 76.3%, min. 
free/reduced lunch = 37.4% for Y0), and greater variation in school SES level might yield 
more dramatic results. The SES levels for participating schools were not without 
variation, however, which suggests that some pattern should emerge. This pattern might 
well be more pronounced with more extreme variations in SES (top versus bottom 25th 




The other factors—school population and percent of the student population 
reported as White—proved to have even weaker relationships with measures of SEL. The 
relationship between school population and SEL survey results was both weak and 
inconsistent, so much so that the factor appears to be even less relevant. Unlike 
free/reduced lunch rates, the range of this number was in excess of a full order of 
magnitude (max. school size = 1597, min school size = 122 for Y0). This suggests that, at 
least for the purposes of this research, school size is not strongly relevant to school SEL, 
which is not to say that it has no effect. Finally, percent White proved a relatively poor 
predictor of student SEL survey responses, with very few Pearson correlations rising to 
the significant level of p >0.1. Much like free/reduced lunch rates, this lack of meaningful 
relationships may be partially explained by the restricted range of the survey group (max. 
White population = 99.2%, min. White population = 69.50% for Y0). Due to this 
restricted range, drawing any conclusion about the relationship between school ethnic 
composition and SEL in schools with predominately minority populations may not be 
advisable. 
Discussion of Research Question 2 
 The second research question examined the relationship between teacher STEP 
scores and sub-scores and school demographic factors. It is a duplicate of the first 
question, save for the fact that it analyzes teacher survey responses rather than student 
survey responses. All correlations can be found in Tables 41 through 43 (Appendix C). 
 As was the case with the student responses, teacher SEL survey responses 
negatively correlated with free/reduce lunch rates. In fact, the teacher survey results 




relationships having correlation coefficients in excess of -0.1—enough to account for a 
meaningful amount of variance. There was a meaningful negative correlation between 
free/reduced lunch rates and several types of engagement, and STEP and GRIT 
composite scores demonstrated clearly negative correlations with free/reduced lunch rates 
across all three years, although these results were only statistically significant for Y0 and 
Y2. This somewhat aligns with the findings of the student dataset, with the difference 
being that teachers detected a stronger relationship between poverty and SEL than did 
their students. As for who is the better judge of SEL—students or teachers—the evidence 
related to Research Questions 1 and 2 does not yield a clear answer, and assuming an 
answer might well be presumptuous. 
 School size only yielded statistically significant correlations with teacher SEL 
STEP and GRIT survey composite scores during Y0 and Y3. None of these accounted for 
large amounts of variance (all Pearson correlations were below 0.2), but they did appear 
to be reasonably consistent in direction, with larger schools having higher teacher 
STEP/GRIT survey results than smaller ones. 
 Finally, school ethnic composition (percent White) only had a statistically 
significant relationship (p<0.05) with STEP Composite scores during Y1. As was 
mentioned in the discussion for Research Question 1, range for the percent White 
variable was somewhat restricted, possibly masking effects that would be relevant when 
evaluating the relationships at more diverse schools. 
Summary of Research Questions 1 and 2 
 As can be seen in the discussions for the first and second questions, school 




relationship with student SEL as reported by students and teachers. Generally speaking, 
poverty (free/reduced lunch rates) negatively correlated with SEL as measured by the 
STEP/GRIT surveys, and school population positively (albeit weakly) correlated with 
SEL. The negative relationship between SEL and SES is expected. Maguin and Loeber 
(1996) established a clear relationship between these factors. They argue that students 
from lower SES household do not benefit from the same type of socialization as do their 
middle-class peers. They also cite Hirschi’s control theory as a possible explanation for 
this relationship. According to this theory, people are controlled by their bonds to others. 
Impoverished students may lack the bonds to school and community that benefit the 
middle class, thus lowering their attachment to educational institutions and their 
investment in conforming to the expectations of these institutions.  
 Probably one of the most meaningful findings of the research within this 
document is how very little difference SES seems to make to SEL performance. Even 
when reviewing the complete demographic factors/SEL score correlation table for 
students and teachers (Tables 39 through 44), the strongest correlation between SES and 
STEP/GRIT factors is -0.241 (Wellbeing, Teachers, Y2). This indicates that free/reduced 
lunch rates accounted for about 6% of the Wellbeing score reported by teachers—an 
amount too large to dismiss as unimportant, but not large enough to constitute a major 
factor in overall levels of Wellbeing. This suggests that poverty may be far less of a 
detriment to student SEL than one might suppose from reading the literature, although it 
does have an effect. 
 Returning to Tables 39 through 44, school-size-STEP/GRIT correlations rarely 




for Cognitive Engagement and school size (Teachers, Y2). Thus, school size accounts for 
slightly less than 3% of variance in Cognitive Engagement scores. While the strength of 
this correlation is unremarkable, its direction is worthy of some consideration. Larger 
school sizes apparently correlated with higher observed levels of student engagement. 
These findings contrast some of the existing research. 
 While there is no proven ideal school size, the position of at least one major 
educational policy group—the National Education Association (NEA)—is that smaller 
schools are preferable (Cain, 2005). If this is indeed the case, the relationship between 
Cognitive Engagement and school size should be negative, yet it is not. Cain (2005) 
defines small schools as between 600 and 900 students. As can be seen from reviewing 
Tables 27 through 29, many of the schools in this study were actually smaller than small 
schools as defined by the NEA, with several schools having student populations of less 
than 300, depending upon year. It may be that some of these schools are too small, so 
much so that larger schools have some advantages as to physical or educational 
resources, which is to say that there may well be an ideal range for school size. Either 
way, school size does not appear to be a major factor in determining SEL levels in the 
schools being studied. Probably the single most significant way in which school size 
stands to be relevant is that the relatively small size of most of the schools studied may 
limit the deleterious effects of low student SES, as has been suggested by Howley, 
Strange, and Bickel (2000).  
 Returning to Tables 39 through 44 yet again, one can see that the relationships 
between school ethnic composition (percent White) and STEP/GRIT scores do not 




for percent White and Independence (Even Weight) (Students, Y2). The relationship—
the strongest found in relation to ethnic composition—only accounts for slightly less than 
2% of Independence (Even Weight) sub-score variance. The relative weakness of this 
relationship is surprising due to the established relationship between ethnic minority 
status and lower levels of academic performance and engagement (Vivadelli, 2013; 
Lawson & Lawson, 2013). As previously mentioned, none of the schools in this survey 
had predominately minority populations (min. White population 69.50% for Y0), which 
may severely limit the effects of this relationship. Additionally, the relatively small size 
of most of the schools included in this may have further restricted or ameliorated this 
effect if, as was suggested by the Cain (2005), small schools provide better learning 
environments than their larger counterparts do. 
None of the demographic-STEP/GRIT correlations reviewed herein proved to be 
large, and none of them proved to be good predictors of school SEL as perceived by 
students or teachers. They did not have some effect, which is why they were included as 
controls for Research Questions 5 and 6. 
Discussion of Research Question 3 
  The third research question considered the relationship between student 
STEP/GRIT scores and school-level ACT scores. 
 An examination of Tables 11 through 13 (Chapter III) reveals that several 
correlations can be found between STEP/GRIT scores and ACT composite and sub-
scores. First, it is worth noting that STEP/GRIT composite scores correlated with ACT 
composite scores for all three years at a statistically significant level (p<0.05); however, 




for so little variance (0.3%) that even large changes in this score would result in less than 
a one point change in a school’s ACT scores. Due to their considerable length, the tables 
in Chapter III are incomplete, so examining Tables 45 through 47 (Appendix C) is 
worthwhile, lest any noteworthy correlations be overlooked. As is to be expected, these 
tables yield more of the same, with none of the correlations even reaching 0.1—enough 
to account for 1% of score variance. Additionally, it should be noted that these are 
uncontrolled (or unweighted) correlations. Controlled correlations, as examined for 
Research Question 5, proved even less promising. 
 This brings an interesting question to the fore: Why is there so little relationship 
between student STEP/GRIT scores and ACT scores and sub-scores? Three obvious 
answers exist. The first is that SEL and academic performance do not meaningfully relate 
to each other. The second is that the measure of SEL being used in this research is 
somehow insufficiently sophisticated or ill-suited to measuring all relevant factors. The 
third is that STEP/GRIT survey scores and sub-scores as well as ACT composite and sub-
scores are too restricted in range to reveal meaningful correlations 
 The first argument—that SEL and academic performance do not meaningfully 
relate—appears to be neither definitively proven nor definitively disproven by the 
research. McWilliams (2014) found a positive relationship between self-efficacy, views 
of intelligence as malleable, and goal orientation and academic performance in ninth 
graders. Vivadelli (2013), however, found no meaningful relationship between SEL and 
academic performance. The current research effectively splits the difference—numerous 
correlations between STEP/GRIT scores and ACT scores and sub-scores, but none of 




 The second argument—that the STEP/GRIT surveys are somehow deficient and 
are therefore incapable of detecting meaningful relationships—is somewhat more 
complicated than the first. The STEP and GRIT surveys were developed specifically for 
the evaluation of the GRIT program and Leader in Me—a similar program designed for 
younger learners (Goble et al., 2015). Although the surveys were based upon several 
existing instruments and were reviewed and revised several times, they have not been 
tested against other instruments purported to measure the same constructs. Thus, 
verifying inter-test correlation is difficult. Additionally, the length of the combined 
STEP/GRIT surveys (80+ questions total in some versions) may have affected responses. 
Establishing either of these as being a relevant factor is difficult. 
 The third argument—that STEP/GRIT survey scores and sub-scores as well as 
ACT composite and sub-scores are too restricted in range to reveal meaningful 
correlations—is worthy of closer examination. Information on the essential 
characteristics of the school-level ACT scores can be found in Tables 30 through 33 
(Appendix A), which provide year-by-year school-level ACT averages and descriptive 
statistics for ACT averages for all schools (combined). Additionally, Table 37 (Appendix 
C) provides descriptive statistics for the STEP survey scores and sub-scores. Even a 
cursory review of these tables seems to dispel the notion that the range of ACT and STEP 
scores and sub-scores is so limited that meaningful conclusions cannot be drawn from 
analysis of them. 
 Given the above information, the second explanation (that the STEP/GRIT 





Discussion of Research Question 4 
 The fourth question considered the relationship between teacher STEP/GRIT 
survey results and school-level ACT scores and sub-scores. The results of this analysis 
yielded slightly better results than did those for Research Question 3. An examination of 
Tables 42 through 44 (Appendix C) reveals that STEP Composite scores correlate 
meaningfully with ACT composite scores for both Y0 (0.152) and Y2 (0.095). The 
strongest correlation between any STEP/GRIT score or sub-score and any ACT sub-score 
was that of Wellbeing and English (Y0). At 0.203, this correlation accounted for about 
4% of variance. Although this far from enough variance to account for large ACT score 
changes, it is enough to suggest that Wellbeing does relate to English proficiency.  
Unfortunately, why these two factors relate is not entirely certain. Several possible 
answers come to mind, and each is worthy of examination. First, higher levels of English 
proficiency may lead to a higher level of Wellbeing, perhaps due to better 
communications skills, and this would seem to be at least somewhat supported by the 
positive correlation between Interdependence/Communications Skills and English for the 
same year (0.129). Second, Wellbeing may correlate with ACT scores and sub-scores due 
to both being related to better overall school performance. As can be seen in Table 66, 
this correlation ceases to be statistically significant (meaning it does not meet the 
threshold of p<0.05) for Y0 after controlling for ethnicity, school size, and free/reduced 
lunch rates, which would appear to at least partially counter this argument. Third, both 
ACT English sub-scores and Wellbeing scores may have some underlying relation to 
demographic factors. A brief statistical analysis revealed that both ACT English sub-




rates (-0.654 and -0.241, respectively). They do not share similarly strong correlations 
with ethnicity (percent White). 
 Finally, taking the definition of wellbeing into account may provide some insight 
into this relationship. Most simply, wellbeing has been defined as “the absence of illness” 
(Ryff, 1989, p. 1070), yet a review of the questions designed to measure this construct, as 
can be seen in Table 36 (Appendix B), suggests a more positive approach—one that 
involves taking active measures to improve wellness. Conceptualized this way, the 
construct may well simply indicate an overall level of investment in psychological and 
physical health and, conversely, even lower levels of depression and indifference. That 
this would correlate with higher ACT scores and sub-scores is not surprising, although 
why it would correlate more strongly with any specific sub-score than another cannot be 
readily determined from a review of the existing research. 
Summary of Research Questions 3 and 4 
 Reviewing the analyses of Research Questions 3 and 4 reveals that STEP/GRIT 
scores and ACT scores frequently correlate. Several of these correlations existing across 
multiple years and in the both the student and teacher editions of the STEP/GRIT 
instruments. Overall correlation between student and teacher STEP/GRIT scores and 
ACT scores was highest during the first year (Y0), dropped during the second year (Y1), 
and improved during the third year (Y2). Additionally, teacher STEP/GRIT scores more 
strongly correlated with ACT composite scores than did student scores for most years. 
All of the aforementioned findings are based on uncontrolled correlations. The extent to 
which they will remain after correcting for demographic factors is addressed in Research 




Discussion of Research Question 5 
 The fifth research question considered the relationship between student 
STEP/GRIT scores and ACT scores and sub-scores after controlling for demographic 
factors, including poverty (free/reduced lunch rates), school population, and school ethnic 
composition (percent White). As is to be expected, the strength of these correlations is 
weaker than it was in Research Question 3, which considers the same relationships 
without controlling for demographic factors. Reviewing Tables 54, 58, and 62 reveals 
that several statistically significant survey/ACT correlations exist, even after controlling 
for all three demographic factors. While there are quite a few significant correlations 
(p<0.01), none of them account for so much as 1% of ACT score or sub-score variance. 
The best of the lot is the Y0 STEP/ACT Reading correlation, which accounts for 0.25% 
of ACT reading score variance—an amount so small that it can be dismissed as being 
unlikely to have practical effect on ACT scores. As has become commonplace in the 
course of this research, a great many statistically significant correlations present 
themselves, but none of these account for enough variance to be worthy of further 
examination. At least in its current form, the student edition of the STEP/GRIT survey 
seems to yield a great deal of very little—a great many statistically significant 
relationships, but few, if any, of any real importance. The teacher edition of the 
STEP/GRIT survey seems to fair a bit better. 
Discussion of Research Question 6 
 The sixth research question considered the relationship between teacher 
STEP/GRIT scores and ACT scores and sub-scores after controlling for demographic 




factors weakened most correlations relative to their uncontrolled (unweighted) state. The 
complete list of controlled correlations for the teacher edition of the STEP/GRIT survey 
can be seen in Tables 66, 70, and 74. 
 When comparing weighted and unweighted correlations for the student and 
teacher editions of the STEP/GRIT survey, an interesting pattern becomes apparent: the 
results of the teacher STEP/GRIT instrument are now even less meaningful than are those 
of the student edition. This is somewhat counterintuitive, and it raises an interesting 
question: What demographic factor (or factors) is causing the strength of the teacher 
STEP/GRIT to ACT score to weaken to the point of statistical insignificance?  
 For the sake of simplicity, the researcher only considers results from Y2 due to 
Y1 correlations being unusually weak and Y0 not having a GRIT component.  
Controlling for some demographic does far more to reduce the strength of 
STEP/GRIT to ACT correlations than does controlling for others. Ethnicity (percent 
White) appears to have almost no impact on correlation strength. Controlling for poverty 
(Free +Reduced Lunch rates) has a moderate effect. The strongest effect is that of school 
size (Size). Only controlling for school size/population does more to reduce the strength 
of STEP/GRIT to ACT correlations than does controlling for all demographic factors at 
once. School population is highly relevant to the strength of these correlations. As was 
mentioned in the summary of the first and second research questions, small schools have 
been found to have several advantages over larger ones. As was also mentioned 
previously in this chapter, poverty also correlates to SEL. The reason for the difference in 
strength of these effects may well be attributable to the greater degree of variation in 




Although the reasons for their relevance may differ, all of these factors are highly 
relevant to the strength of STEP/GRIT score to ACT score and sub-score correlation 
strength. 
Summary of Research Questions 5 and 6 
 Controlling for demographic factors greatly changes the strength of the 
STEP/GRIT to ACT correlations for both student and teacher editions of the survey. 
Additionally, controlling for demographic factors changes the relative strength of the 
correlations—meaning that the strength of STEP/GRIT to ACT correlations to each 
other—has changed. If the STEP/GRIT is to be restructured or improved, these controlled 
correlations for composite scores and sub-scores are highly relevant. 
A comparison of student and teacher STEP to ACT correlations reveals several 
interesting patterns. First, the strength of the teacher STEP to ACT score proved to be 
highly variable from year-to-year for both corrected and uncorrected correlations. 
Second, the student STEP survey, which appears to underperform when assessed using 
uncorrected correlations, is both a comparatively strong and comparatively consistent 
predictor of ACT scores after controlling for demographic factors. Third, some teacher 
survey results have an inverse relationship with ACT scores when controlling for 
demographic factors. Both student and teacher STEP correlations trended downward 
from Y0 to Y1; however, only the teacher STEP to ACT correlation went from 0.076 to -
0.056, meaning that the relationship was all but completely inverted from one year to the 
next.  
Despite a review of existing data by the researcher, there is no clear explanation 




revised from Y0 to Y1 and again from Y1 to Y2, and this may have affected results. Yet 
a review of Tables 35 and 36 (Appendix B), which contain all editions of the student and 
teacher surveys, does not suggest that either student or teacher surveys underwent 
profound changes from one year to the next. One of the few remaining explanations for 
this trend is that students and teacher lost enthusiasm for the survey, for the GRIT 
program, or for SEL in general during the second year of the GRIT program. This may 
not be indicative of anything specific to the GRIT program or SEL, but of sophomore 
slump (referring to the second year of program implementation in this context, not the 
sophomore—Grade 10—year of high school). Sophomore slump is a widely recognized 
decline in enthusiasm during the second year of an educational program, job, marriage, or 
other endeavor, largely due to a program or endeavor ceasing to be novel (Gimbel, 2016). 
This seems a rational explanation, but it is not readily testable using existing data. 
Discussion of Research Question 7 
 The seventh research question considered the correlations between aggregate 
school-level student and teacher STEP and GRIT survey results on a year-by-year basis. 
Student and teacher surveys differ in the extent to which they correlate with ACT scores 
and sub-scores. From this, one may surmise that student and teacher surveys do not 
correlate perfectly, but the precise extent to which they do correlate cannot be 
determined. As can be seen in Table 75 (Appendix C), few strong correlations can be 
found, with only four constructs achieving significance at the 0.01 level. Student and 
teacher perceptions of Behavioral Engagement had a correlation coefficient of 0.679 
during Y1, but correlations during Y0 and Y2 were almost non-existent. Civic 




Y0 surveys), but it dropped below statistical significance during Y2. Cognitive 
Engagement, both even weight and unweighted scores, achieved significance during Y2, 
and several other constructs achieved significance for one year. No construct or sub-
construct demonstrated a statistically significant correlation between student and teacher 
survey editions for more than one year—a disappointing fact if one is interested in 
achieving consistent measurement of SEL. However, several constructs, including Civic 
Engagement, Cognitive Engagement, Future Mindset, Learning Efforts, and Self-
standards do appear to be demonstrating increased correlation rates over time. Assuming 
that these trends continue, the consistency of these measurements should improve, 
thereby warranting their inclusion in future editions of the survey. 
The findings from these correlations, combined with those from controlled 
STEP/GRIT to ACT correlations and year-to-year correlations were combined to produce 
a revised version of the STEP/GRIT instrument—an improved instrument that should be 
both more consistent in its measurements and a better predictor of student performance. 
This new instrument, the 2-STEP, and the exact procedures used in its development can 
be found in Appendix D. 
Discussion of Research Question 8 
 The eighth research question considered changes in construct and sub-construct 
scores from year to year (for both student and teacher surveys). In order to control for 
varying levels of program implementation, data were sorted by fidelity level (red, yellow, 
green) as assessed by FranklinCovey. Due to only two schools being categorized at the 




sample size. Additionally, only STEP scores and sub-scores were calculated due to GRIT 
results not being available for Y0. 
 A review of the year-to-year t-test values for the student edition of the STEP 
survey (Table 76) provides several interesting findings. Namely, Cognitive Engagement, 
Independence, and the STEP Composite scores appear to have changed for all years and 
all categories. Additionally, several of the major categories that have been tracked 
throughout this research, including Behavioral Engagement, Interdependence, and Social 
Engagement, changed in at least one category.  
An examination of the direction of change (t-test scores that are positive versus 
those that are negative) is also interesting.  
Aside from Interdependence, all of the major constructs frequently referenced in 
this research, including Behavioral Engagement, Cognitive Engagement, Independence, 
Interdependence, Social Engagement, and the STEP Composite score, saw their t-test 
scores drop, with some demonstrating far more severe drops than did others. Changes to 
the research instrument, student mindset, or even a drop in enthusiasm may be to blame 
to these declines, but there is no way to determine empirically the root cause of this 
decline using existing data. It should be reiterated that Y0 was Variable 1, and Y1 or Y2 
(depending upon comparison) was Variable 2. This suggests a pre-implementation (Y0) 
to implementation (Y1/Y2) drop in scores. Teachers’ year-to-year test comparisons 
differed.  
 Table 77 (Appendix C) provides the complete t-test scores for the teacher edition 
of the STEP survey. Reviewing it reveals that Behavioral Engagement and Social 




changes varied from one year to the next. Aside from those, Cognitive Engagement 
significantly varied for several comparisons. No other constructs (including the GRIT 
composite) or sub-constructs achieved statistically significant change for more than one 
category. It is difficult to determine what this apparent lack of change (relative to student 
perceptions) indicates. However, four clear possibilities exist. The first is that reported 
observations from teachers are correct and that little (or no) change in student SEL levels 
occurred (students are incorrect). The second is that changes in student SEL have 
occurred but that teachers are failing to observe these changes (teachers are incorrect). 
The third is that both the students and teachers are incorrect. The fourth is that the STEP 
survey is somehow flawed, making the data derived from it unreliable. 
 Given the near identical nature of the student and teacher editions of the STEP 
survey, problems with the survey should not be restricted to the teacher or student edition 
alone, and what problems the surveys have should substantially overlap in both areas 
affected and extent to which they affected the resultant datasets. This leaves three 
options: one, that students are incorrect in their observations of changes in student SEL; 
two, that teachers are incorrect in their observations of changes in student SEL; three, that 
both students and teachers are incorrect in their observations of changes in student SEL.  
Given that the largest change in student scores was a 26.320 t-test point drop for 
the Cognitive Engagement (Even Weight) scale (Green Y0/Y2), whereas the largest score 
change for the teacher edition was an increase of slightly more than 5 points for 
Behavioral Engagement (Green Y0/Y1), teachers’ perception appeared to be far more 
consistent. Greater consistency does not necessarily demonstrate greater accuracy, 




likely to be consistently right or consistently wrong in their assessments compared to 
students. 
 In several cases, t-test scores for the student and teacher editions of the STEP 
survey were in opposition. For both Behavioral Engagement and Cognitive Engagement, 
student scores indicated a post-implementation drop (Y0 to Y1/Y2), whereas teacher 
scores indicated a post-implementation increase. These differences were sometimes in 
excess of 10 points. Why teachers and students may perceive student SEL differently is 
difficult, if not impossible, to determine from the available survey data. It does suggest a 
direction for future research—a possibility that will be explored in the Recommendations 
for Future Research section of this chapter. For the time being, however, this confounds 
any reasonable efforts to make generalizations as to the effects of the GRIT program, and 
it does nothing to indicate which of three aforementioned options are correct.  
Implications of the Findings 
 This research has attempted to assess both the relevance of SEL to academic 
performance and to assess the consistency of SEL measurements. Thus, both the measure 
and the measured have been evaluated at the same time—a less than ideal research 
scenario, but one necessitated by the United States Department of Education grant 
restrictions and the lack of an existing instrument to measure the effects of GRIT. Within 
these limitations, drawing any clear conclusions is challenging. While this researcher has 
benefitted from access to large datasets, the instruments used to gather much of this data 
have undergone several revisions, and their ability to measure SEL reliably has not been 





1. After controlling for demographic factors, neither student nor teacher 
measures of SEL often correlate with measures of academic performance 
(ACT scores and sub-scores) at the level of statistical significance. When SEL 
and ACT scores do correlate, they account for little in the way of ACT score 
variance. 
2. Although student and teacher perceptions did somewhat correlate, they rarely 
reached levels high enough to suggest a great degree of consistency. Students 
and teachers appeared to perceive student SEL quite differently. 
3. Year-to-year perceptions of SEL by students and teachers varied considerably. 
The reasons for this—be they limitations in the SEL surveys, inconsistency of 
student and teacher perceptions, or actual changes in SEL in the schools—are 
difficult to determine with any meaningful degree of certainty. 
With all of these caveats in mind, the researcher cannot recommend the GRIT 
program as a means to improve high school student academic performance based upon 
the existing data. This is not to say that the program may not have other benefits, only 
that whatever effects it may have, they do not appear to relate strongly to scores on 
standardized academic assessments. Additionally, inconsistencies in student and teacher 
perceptions of SEL and year-to-year inconsistencies within student and teacher measures 
of SEL, as well as the lack of any significant direction in year-to-year construct 
correlations, suggest that measuring SEL is, at least with the current STEP/GRIT surveys, 
extraordinarily difficult.  
There is no compelling quantitative evidence that the GRIT program has had a 




implemented. That much said, two years is a relatively short timeframe to assess a 
program of this nature and complexity. The possibility that GRIT may increase measures 
of SEL or academic performance if deployed for a longer duration or at a higher quality 
of implementation cannot be dismissed. 
Limitations of the Study 
 This study has several limitations, and its application and utility are limited by a 
number of factors. First, the study was of a reasonably short duration. SEL is complex, as 
evidenced by the length and complexity of the instrument designed to measure it and the 
complexity of the GRIT program itself. It seems difficult to determine reliably the long-
term effects of a complex program with only two years of data. The possibility that the 
GRIT program may prove beneficial after several more years of deployment cannot be 
eliminated. Additionally, there exists the possibility of a delayed effect—meaning that 
the GRIT program has already changed student SEL but that this may not become evident 
for several more years.  
Second, this study was conducted with only two measurement tools—the 
STEP/GRIT instrument and ACT data. More categories of data might yield results that 
are more interesting. 
Third, students and teachers are not independent and impartial observers of 
student SEL. There exists the very real possibility that both student and teacher 
observations may be influenced by biasing factors or even by what they believe 
researchers want them to report.  
Fourth, SEL is a somewhat nebulous concept—unlike simple reaction times, 




clear and widely recognized definitions of milliseconds, miles, or calories. That so much 
of this study has been dedicated to assessing the assessment tool itself is evidence of this 
complexity. This study would have been noticeably shorter had the researcher only 
needed to verify the tolerances of a ruler or the accuracy of a stopwatch.  
Fifth, the research was conducted in a largely rural, predominately White, and 
almost exclusively English-speaking area. Generalizing any of the findings herein to 
larger or more diverse areas would be ill advised. One cannot predict reliably the effects 
of the GRIT program on a school in a major metropolitan area from the results of this 
study. These restrictions were not so much results of limitations in the study design as 
they were integral parts of the GRIT program. As per the requirements of the United 
States Department of Education grant that funded GRIT, the program initially had to be 
deployed in a rural and economically disadvantaged region. 
Sixth, the researcher has no way of knowing who completed a survey in a given 
year (as mentioned earlier, all survey data were anonymized by Qualtrics before being 
received by the researcher) or why those who chose not to complete a survey made that 
decision. It is entirely conceivable that survey non-completion was not random. Those 
who felt more strongly about the GRIT program may have been more likely to complete 
the STEP/GRIT survey than were their comparatively indifferent peers. Unfortunately, all 
of the aforementioned is speculative, and there is no way to determine what effects this 
potentially non-random self-selection process has had on survey averages. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
 Given the time and energy required to implement the GRIT program and other 




conducted on the impact of SEL, SEL programs, and the relation of both to student 
academic and non-academic performance. Ideally, future research will benefit from 
longer research and SEL program deployment lengths and more sensitive and 
sophisticated measures of non-academic performance, including school disciplinary 
reports, observations by trained and independent assessors of student SEL, and better 
FOPI program data. This future research would greatly benefit from non-anonymized 
student-level data, which could be used to determine the relationship between individual 
student SEL levels and academic performance. Additionally, future research should 
address opposite-direction changes in student and teacher SEL perceptions (as described 
in the Discussion for Question 8). A survey may not be able to provide data that could 
resolve this discrepancy. In-depth interviews with students and teachers to determine why 
they made the observations they did, as well as their initial expectations for the GRIT 
program, might well provide considerable insight. 
The STEP/GRIT survey has the potential to play a critical role in measuring 
student SEL, but not without revision. In its current form, the instrument may well be too 
lengthy and too broad to serve as a practical instrument on a wide scale. It is with this in 
mind that the researcher proposes a more concise STEP/GRIT instrument, a copy of 
which can be found in Appendix D, along with a detailed descriptive of the methods used 
by the researcher to develop this revised instrument. 
Summary 
 The Goal-driven, Resilient, and Influential Teens (GRIT) program is a complex 
and expensive social and emotional learning (SEL) initiative that affects more than 




of yet, its ability to improve either SEL or academic performance remains unproven. This 
is not say that it does not work or that it does not have the potential to work, only that 
research into its effectiveness and cost feasibility need continue. Additionally, research 
into building a more effective and efficient way to measure SEL is equally important.  
The researchers at the Rock Solid Evaluation Team, upon whose work this study 
was largely based, as well FranklinCovey and the Kentucky Department of Education, 
have developed large and useful datasets that have been used to improve measures of 
SEL and measures of SEL program implementation. The very existence of this study is a 
demonstration of the willingness of many parties in the educational system and the 
private sector to work toward data-driven assessment and systematic improvements in 
education. However, there is more to be done. Determining the effects of GRIT has relied 
on efforts to quantify subtle shifts in behavior and mindset that are resistant to expedient 
measurement. More than student-teacher ratio, size or quality of a school’s physical 
plant, academic performance, or any other of the metrics commonly used to assess 
schools, SEL resists easy assessment. Yet it appears to have value. 
 The minds and the hearts of students matter alike. Regardless of the effects of 
GRIT, the goal of its deployment—to produce students who are more independent, self-
disciplined, resilient, and willing and able to work with others—is a worthwhile one. It is 
the sincerest hope of this researcher that this study will not serve as the end of a process, 
but the beginning, and that the educational community’s collective understanding of SEL 
and best SEL teaching and assessment practices will continue to improve so that today’s 






Alaimo, K., Olson, C., Frongillo Jr, E., & Briefel, R. (2001). Food insufficiency, family  
income, and health in US preschool and school-aged children. American Journal 
of Public Health, 91(5), 781-786. 
Alvidrez, J., & Weinstein, R. (1999). Early teacher perceptions and later student  
academic achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 91(4), 731-746. 
Auyeung, B., Wheelwright, S., Allison, C., Atkinson, M., Samarawickrema, N., & Baron- 
Cohen, S. (2009). The children’s empathy quotient and systemizing quotient: Sex 
differences in typical development and in autism spectrum conditions. Journal of 
Autism and Developmental Disorders, 39(11), 1509-1521. 
Boyce, C., Wood, A., & Powdthavee, N. (2013). Is personality fixed? Personality  
changes as much as “variable” economic factors and more strongly predicts 
changes to life satisfaction. Social Indicators Research, 111(1), 287-305. 
Burrows, R., Correa-Burrows, P., Reyes, M., Blanco, E., Albala, C., & Gahagan, S.  
(2016). High cardiometabolic risk in healthy Chilean adolescents: associations 
with anthropometric, biological and lifestyle factors. Public Health Nutrition, 
19(3), 486-493. 
Cain, T. (2005). Research talking points on small schools: What do we mean when we  
talk about “small schools?” Retrieved from the National Education Association 
website: http://www.nea..org/home/13639  
Carlone, D. (2001). Enablement, constraint, and The 7 Habits of Highly Effective People.  
Management Communication Quarterly, 14(3), 491-497. 




Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning. (2016). What is SEL?  
Retrieved from http://www.casel.org/what-is-sel/ 
CBS News. (2016, May 3). Do you have the "grit" it takes to succeed? CBS This  
Morning. Retrieved from http://www.cbsnews.com/news/psychologist-angela-
duckworth-book-grit-the-power-of-passion-and-perseverance/ 
Cole, K. (2006, July). Wellbeing, psychological capital, and unemployment: An  
integrated theory. Paper presented at 2006 Annual Conference of the International 
Association for Research in Economic Psychology and SABE, Paris, France. 
Covey, S. (2008). The 7 habits of highly effective people personal workbook. New York,  
NY: Simon & Schuster. 
Cullen, J. (2009). How to sell your soul and still get into Heaven: Steven Covey's  
epiphany-inducing technology of effective selfhood. Human Relations, 62(8), 
1231-1254. 
Deary, I. (2014). The stability of intelligence from childhood to old age. Current  
Directions in Psychological Science, 23(4), 239-245. 
De Baca, C. (2016). Resiliency as a predictor of students' future academic performance  
and graduation from high school. (Master’s thesis). Retrieved from ProQuest 
Dissertation & Theses Global. (Order Number: 1800750808). 
DeTure, M. (2004). Cognitive style and self-efficacy: Predicting student success in online  







Drenowatz, C., Eisenmann, J., Pfeiffer, K., Welk, G., Heelan, K., Gentile, D., & Walsh,  
D. (2010). Influence of socio-economic status on habitual physical activity and 
sedentary behavior in 8-to 11-year old children. BioMed Central Public Health, 
10(1), 1-11. 
Duckworth, A., & Gross, J. (2014). Self-control and grit: Related but separable  
determinants of success. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 23(5) 319- 
325. 
Duckworth, A., Kirby, T., Tsukayama, E., Berstein, H., & Ericsson, K. (2011). Deliberate  
practice spells success: Why grittier competitors triumph at the National Spelling 
Bee. Social Psychological & Personality Science, 2(2), 174-181. 
Duckworth, A., Peterson, C., Matthews, M., & Kelly, D. (2007). Grit: Perseverance and  
passion for long-term goals. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 92(6), 
1087-1101. 
Duckworth, A., & Quinn, P. (2009). Development and validation of the Short Grit Scale  
(GRIT–S). Journal of Personality Assessment, 91(2), 166-174. 
Dunning, D., Heath, C., & Suls, J. (2004). Flawed self-assessment implications for  
health, education, and the workplace. Psychological Science in the Public 
Interest, 5(3), 69-106. 
Durlak, J., Weissberg, R., Dymnicki, A., Taylor, R., & Schellinger, K. (2011). The  
impact of enhancing students’ social and emotional learning: A meta-analysis of 






Eskreis-Winkler, L. Shulman, E., Beal, S., & Duckworth, A. (2014). The grit effect:  
Predicting retention in the military, the workplace, school, and marriage.  
Frontiers in Psychology, 5(36), 1-12. 
FranklinCovey. (2014). What is The Leader in Me? Retrieved from http://  
www.theleaderinme.org/what-is-the-leader-in-me/ 
FranklinCovey (2016). Fidelity of program implementation scores. Unpublished internal  
document. 
Fredricks, J., Blumenfeld, P., & Paris, A. (2004). School engagement: Potential of the  
concept, state of the evidence. Review of Educational Research, 74(1), 59-109. 
Frey, K., Nolen, S., Edstrom, L., & Hirschstein, M. (2005). Effects of a school-based  
social-emotional competence program: Linking children's goals, attributions, and 
behavior. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 26(2), 171-200. 
Friborg, O., Barlaug, D., Martinussen, M., Rosenvinge, J., & Hjemdal, O. (2005).  
Resilience in relation to personality and intelligence. International Journal of 
Methods in Psychiatric Research, 14 (1), 29-42. 
Friedel, E., Schlagenhauf, F., Beck, A., Dolan, R., Huys, Q., Rapp, M., & Heinz, A.  
(2015). The effects of life stress and neural learning signals on fluid intelligence. 
European Archives of Psychiatry and Clinical Neuroscience, 265(1), 35-43. 
Gaffke, B. (1997). An exploratory and descriptive analysis of Total Quality Management  
and professional nursing education to meet healthcare needs. (Doctoral 






Gallagher, M. (2015, March 27). Our emotional-fragility epidemic. National Review. 
 Retrieved from http://www.nationalreview.com/article/416104/our-emotional-
 fragility-epidemic-maggie-gallagher 
Garner, D. (2011, October 5). Classic advice: Please, leave well enough alone. The New  
York Times. Retrieved from http://www.nytimes.com/2011/10/05/books/books-of-
the-times-classic-advice-please-leave-well-enough-alone.html?_r=1 
Gimbel, T. (2016, November 25). The workplace sophomore slump—and what bosses  
can do about it. The Wall Street Journal. Retrieved from http://blogs.wsj.com/ 
experts/2016/11/25/the-workplace-sophomore-slump-and-what-bosses-can-do- 
about-it/ 
Goble, B., Zhang, J., Suzuki, K., Norman, T., Houchens, G., Redifer, J., . . . Miller, S.  
(2015, April). The impact of The Leader in Me on student engagement and social 
emotional skills. Paper presented at the 2015 Annual Conference of the American 
Educational Research Association, Chicago, IL. 
Godfrey-Smith, P. (2002). Environmental complexity and the evolution of cognition. In  
R. Sternberg & J. Kaufman (Eds.) The evolution of intelligence (pp. 233-249).  
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
Gottfredson, M., & Hirschi, T. (1990). A general theory of crime. Stanford, CA: Stanford  
University Press. 
Gow, A., Johnson, W., Pattie, A., Brett, C., Roberts, B., Starr, J., & Deary, I. (2011).  
Stability and change in intelligence from age 11 to ages 70, 79, and 87: the 




Gray, P. (2015, September 22). Declining student resilience: A serious problem for 
 colleges. Psychology Today. Retrieved from https://www.psychologytoday.com/ 
 blog/freedom-learn/201509/declining-student-resilience-serious-problem-
 colleges 
Greco, L. (2014). The influence of the 7 Habits of Highly Effective People during a  
merger of a fire department and emergency medical services in a midwestern 
state: A single case study from 2007 to 2013. Retrieved from ProQuest 
Dissertation & Theses Global. (UMI Number: 3618665). 
Green River Regional Educational Cooperative. (2014). Brief summary of services. 
 Retrieved from http://www.marion.kyschools.us/userfiles/335/Classes/888/ 
 grrec%20042214.pdf?id=516134 
Grewal, D. (2014, February 18). A happy life may not be a meaningful life. Scientific  
American. Retrieved from http://www.scientificamerican.com 
Hafen, C., Ruzek, E., Gregory, A., Allen, J., & Mikami, A. (2015). Focusing on teacher- 
student interactions eliminates the negative impact of students’ disruptive 
behavior on teacher perceptions. International Journal of Behavioral 
Development, 39(5) 426-431. 
Hassel, H., & Lourey, J. (2005). The dea(r)th of student responsibility. College  
Teaching, 53(1), 2-13. 
Howes, R., & Carskadon, T. (1979). Test-retest reliabilities of the Myers-Briggs Type  






Howley, C., Strange, M., & Bickel, R. (2000). Research about school size and school  
performance in impoverished communities. Charleston, WV: ERIC 
Clearinghouse on Rural Education and Small Schools. (ED448968). 
Hunt, S., & Navalta, J. (2012). Nitric oxide and the biological cascades underlying  
increased neurogenesis, enhanced learning ability, and academic ability as an 
effect of increased bouts of physical activity. International Journal of Exercise 
Science, 5(3), 245-275. 
Hymel, C. (2000). Developing and maintaining a supplier relationship based on Stephen  
Covey’s the Seven Habits of Highly Effective People. (Master’s thesis). Retrieved 
from ProQuest Dissertation & Theses Global. (UMI Number: 1401952). 
Iff, E. (2001). Using the science teaching standards to nurture habits of the mind in  
middle school students. (Master’s thesis). Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertation & 
Theses Global. (UMI Number: 1406544). 
Jones, S., Brown, J., & Aber, J. (2011). Two-year impact of a universal school-based  
social-emotional and literacy intervention: An experiment in translational 
developmental research. Child Development, 82(2), 533-554. 
Kelly, P. (2005). A homeostatic system model for the integration of key initiative concepts  
in quality assurance science and organizational performance. California State 
University Dominguez Hills, Carson, CA. 
Kentucky Department of Education. (2016). School report card. Retrieved from  
https://applications.education.ky.gov/src/ 





Komarraju, M., Karau, S., & Schmeck, R. (2009). Role of the Big Five personality traits  
in predicting college students' academic motivation and achievement. Learning  
and Individual Differences 19(1), 47-52. 
Kruger, J., & Dunning, D. (1999). Unskilled and unaware of it: How difficulties in  
recognizing one’s own incompetence lead to inflated self-assessments. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 77(6), 1121-1134. 
Lawson, M., & Lawson, H. (2013). New conceptual frameworks for student engagement  
research, policy, and practice. Review of Educational Research, 83(3), 432-479. 
Lorant, V., Deliege, D., Eaton, W., Robert, A., Philippot, P., & Ansseau, M. (2003).  
Socioeconomic inequalities in depression: a meta-analysis. American Journal of 
Epidemiology, 157(2), 98-112. 
Lehner, S., Rutte, C., & Taborsky, M. (2011). Rats benefit from winner and loser effects.  
Ethology, 117(11), 949-960. 
Lewis, R. (2001). Classroom discipline and student responsibility: The students’ view.  
Teaching and Teacher Education, 17(3), 307-319. 
Loy, R. (2014, August 15). Goal driven, resilient, influential teens/GRIT for ACHS.  
Columbia Magazine. Retrieved from http://www.columbiamagazine.com/ 
index.php?sid=69139   
Lukianoff, G., & Haidt, J. (2015, September). The coddling of the American mind. The 







Maddi, S., Matthews, M., Kelly, D., Villarreal, B., & White, M. (2012). The role of  
hardiness and grit in predicting performance and retention of USMA cadets. 
Military Psychology, 24(1), 19-28. 
Maguin, E., & Loeber, R. (1996). Academic performance and delinquency. In M. Tonry  
(Ed.), Crime and justice: A review of research (Vol. 20, pp. 145-264). Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press.  
Mason, C. (2014, October 30). GRIT leadership curriculum developed for high schools. 
Bowling Green Daily News. Retrieved from http://www.bgdailynews.com/news/ 
grit-leadership-curriculum-developed-for-high-schools/article_24e5cd80-3443-
51f8-8757-838485f6fc3c.html 
Masten, A., & Coatsworth, J. (1998). The development of competence in favorable and  
unfavorable environments: Lessons from research on successful children. 
American Psychologist, 53(2), 205-220. 
Mayer, J., Salovey, P., Caruso, D., & Sitarenios, G. (2001). Emotional intelligence as a  
standard intelligence. Emotion, 1(3), 232-242. 
McWilliams, E. (2014). Self-efficacy, implicit theory of intelligence, goal orientation, and 
the ninth grade experience. (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest 
Dissertation & Theses Global. (UMI Number: 3682019). 
Molnar, B., Cerda, M., Roberts, A., & Buka, S. (2008). Effects of neighborhood  
resources on aggressive and delinquent behaviors among urban youths. American 
Journal of Public Health, 98(6), 1086-1093. 
Moon, B., & Alarid, L. (2015). School bullying, low self-control and opportunity.  




Morgan, P., Farkas, G., Hillemeier, M., & Maczuga, S. (2009). Risk factors for learning- 
related behavior problems at 24 months of age: Population-based estimates. 
Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 37(3), 401-413. 
Muskett, D. (2008). A study of the impact of social skills training incorporating cognitive  
behavioral interventions in the framework of the 7 Habits of Highly Effective 
People on elementary students with emotional/behavioral disabilities. Retrieved 
from ProQuest Dissertation & Theses Global. (UMI Number: 3343540). 
Nakaya, M., Oshio, A., & Kaneko, H. (2006). Correlations for Adolescent Resilience  
Scale with big five personality traits. Psychological Reports, 98(3), 927-930. 
Nave, C., Sherman, R., Funder, D., Hampson, S., & Goldberg, L. (2010). On the  
contextual independence of personality: Teacher’s assessments predict directly  
observed behavior after four decades. Social Psychological and Personality 
Science, 1(4), 327-334. 
Ohio Valley Educational Cooperative. (n.d.). About OVEC. Retrieved from 
 http://www.ovec.org/Content2/about 
Pallant, J. (2011). SPSS survival manual. Maidenhead, United Kingdom: Open  
University Press. 
Patrick, M., Wightman, P., Schoeni, R., & Schulenberg, J. (2012). Socioeconomic status  
and substance use among young adults: a comparison across constructs and drugs. 
Journal of Studies on Alcohol and Drugs, 73(5), 772-782. 
Robertson-Kraft, C., & Duckworth, A. (2014). True grit: Trait level perseverance and  
passion for long-term goals predicts effectiveness and retention among novice 




Robins, R., John, O., Caspi, A., Moffitt, T., & Stouthamer-Loeber, M. (1996). Resilient,  
overcontrolled, and undercontrolled boys: Three replicable personality types. 
Journal of Personality and Social psychology, 70(1), 157-171. 
Rausch, R. (2013). Nutrition and academic performance in school-age children the  
relation to obesity and food insufficiency. Journal of Nutrition & Food Sciences, 
3(190), 1-3. 
Rorhbeck, C., Azar, S., & Wagner, P. (1991). Child self-control rating scale: Validation  
of a child self-report measure. Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent 
Psychology, 20(2), 179-183. 
Rubin, R. (2012). Independence, disengagement, and discipline. Reclaiming Children  
and Youth, 21(1), 42-45. 
Rux, P. (1994). Benchmarking Total Quality Management databases for higher  
education. (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertation & 
Theses Global. (UMI Number: 9429369). 
Ryff, C. (1989). Happiness is everything, or is it? Explorations on the meaning of  
psychological well-being. Journal of personality and social psychology, 57(6), 
1069-1081. 
Schonert-Reichl, K., & Lawlor, M. (2010). The effects of a mindfulness-based education  
program on pre-and early adolescents’ well-being and social and emotional 







Shelby, K. (2014). Systems Engineering Knowledge Asset (SEKA) management for  
higher performing engineering teams: People, process and technology toward 
effective knowledge-workers. (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest 
Dissertation & Theses Global. (UMI Number: 3611730). 
Stahl, S. (2000). The 7 habits of highly effective psychopharmacologists: Overview.  
Journal of Clinical Psychiatry, 61(4), 242-243.  
Stephens, N., Fryberg, S., Markus, H., Johnson, C., & Covarrubias, R. (2012). Unseen  
disadvantage: how American universities' focus on independence undermines the 
academic performance of first-generation college students. Journal of personality 
and social psychology, 102(6), 1178-1197. 
Taborsky, B., & Oliveira, R. (2012). Social competence: an evolutionary approach.  
Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 27(12), 679-688. 
U.S. Department of Education. (2016). Programs: Race to the top district (RTT-D).  
Retrieved from http://www2.ed.gov/programs/racetothetop-district/index.html 
Vivadelli, J. (2013). Social-emotional learning: The interplay between responsive  
classroom, girls’ circle, and academic performance in one small urban school 
district. Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertation & Theses Global. (UMI Number: 
3558984). 
Western Kentucky University. (2015). Rock solid evaluation team. Retrieved from 
 https://www.wku.edu/rocksolid/ 
Whitman, D., Kraus, E., & Van Rooy, D. (2014). Emotional intelligence among black  
and white job applicants: Examining differences in test performance and test 




Yazzie-Mintz, E., & McCormick, K. (2012). Finding the humanity in the data:  
Understanding, measuring, and strengthening student engagement. In S. 
Christenson, A. Reschly, & C. Wylie (Eds.) Handbook of research on student 
engagement (pp. 743-761). New York, NY: Springer. 
Zins, J., & Elias, M. (2006). Social and emotional learning. In G. Bear & K. Minke 
(Eds.), Children’s needs III: Development prevention and intervention (pp. 1-14). 




















APPENDIX A: FranklinCovey and Kentucky Department of Education Data 
Table 27 
GRIT Schools and Demographic Data (2013-2014 School Year) 
High School Name Students White Free Lunch Free + Reduced Teachers 
Adair County 737 91.3% 52.6% 60.7% 42 
Apollo 1,343 86.5% 38.3% 49.8% 75 
Campbellsville 261 73.9% 52.5% 54.0% 20 
Carroll County 513 87.5% 49.9% 53.8% 33 
Caverna 207 77.3% 70.5% 76.3% 18 
Daviess County 1,597 93.1% 27.9% 37.4% 90 
Franklin-Simpson 830 82.4% 43.6% 51.7% 52 
Frederick Fraize 122 99.2% 59.0% 74.6% 6 
Green County 473 94.3% 58.1% 67.6% 31 
Hart County 732 94.5% 51.5% 60.8% 46 
Henry County 639 94.1% 41.0% 47.6% 42 
Logan County 1,085 94.3% 39.6% 47.7% 60 
Martha L. Collins 1,258 70.5% 32.8% 38.8% 68 
Metcalfe County 427 96.7% 55.3% 67.0% 28 
Monroe County 535 94.2% 52.3% 62.4% 31 
Owen County 509 95.3% 47.7% 52.8% 29 
Owensboro 1,088 69.5% 60.8% 69.7% 75 
Russell County 837 95.3% 57.9% 67.3% 56 
Shelby County 1,220 79.3% 36.6% 42.6% 74 
Spencer County 782 91.8% 33.2% 40.4% 44 
Taylor County 861 95.2% 46.2% 55.6% 50 
Trimble County 394 97.2% 38.8% 47.7% 25 
Union County 661 86.4% 39.6% 46.1% 41 
Average (mean) 744 88.7% 47.2% 55.3% 45 
Total (population) 17,111 -- -- -- 1036 











GRIT Schools and Demographic Data (2014-2015 School Year) 
High School Name Students White Free Lunch Free + Reduced Teachers 
Adair County 771 91.1% 58.2% 63.4% 48 
Apollo 1,401 86.2% 38.3% 49.5% 77 
Campbellsville 265 71.7% 60.8% 60.8% 22 
Carroll County 496 86.3% 52.8% 56.0% 33 
Caverna 220 76.8% 72.3% 78.2% 18 
Daviess County 1,613 92.7% 29.1% 36.0% 93 
Franklin-Simpson 888 82.0% 47.6% 56.3% 53 
Frederick Fraize 125 96.8% 60.8% 60.8% 9 
Green County 482 93.2% 62.2% 69.3% 33 
Hart County 694 94.1% 56.5% 62.4% 50 
Henry County 670 93.7% 46.7% 52.1% 47 
Logan County 1,041 94.0% 41.4% 47.0% 61 
Martha L. Collins 981 70.7% 34.7% 40.9% 72 
Metcalfe County 465 96.6% 63.4% 70.7% 30 
Monroe County 531 92.8% 53.9% 60.5% 32 
Owen County 528 95.3% 52.8% 55.3% 30 
Owensboro 1,102 67.0% 66.0% 71.0% 74 
Russell County 830 93.9% 61.4% 67.4% 57 
Shelby County 998 77.5% 34.9% 42.8% 80 
Spencer County 821 90.6% 36.2% 41.9% 46 
Taylor County 865 94.7% 47.3% 55.9% 49 
Trimble County 380 96.6% 42.6% 47.3% 27 
Union County 641 85.5% 39.2% 46.2% 44 
Average (mean) 731 87.8% 50.4% 56.2% 47 
Total (population) 16,808 -- -- -- 1085 












GRIT Schools and Demographic Data (2015-2016 School Year) 
High School Name Students White Free Lunch Free + Reduced Teachers 
Adair County 778 90.7% 56.3% 74.5% 46 
Apollo 1,429 85.1% 39.8% 59.4% 80 
Campbellsville 280 71.8% 56.4% 67.6% 21 
Carroll County 520 84.0% 52.5% 65.6% 33 
Caverna 215 78.6% 74.0% 87.3% 17 
Daviess County 1,677 92.3% 32.3% 52.8% 95 
Franklin-Simpson 886 80.4% 44.9% 63.7% 56 
Frederick Fraize 136 98.5% 70.6% 83.8% 10 
Green County 500 93.0% 59.8% 81.1% 33 
Hart County 662 94.9% 53.8% 71.5% 49 
Henry County 685 93.3% 47.7% 64.2% 45 
Logan County 1,113 93.2% 46.3% 63.0% 60 
Martha L. Collins 1,002 71.7% 36.5% 51.2% 71 
Metcalfe County 506 96.8% 63.4% 78.3% 29 
Monroe County 522 92.3% 53.4% 72.0% 32 
Owen County 576 94.8% 54.3% 67.7% 34 
Owensboro 1,173 66.2% 62.1% 81.0% 78 
Russell County 829 93.5% 58.9% 76.9% 55 
Shelby County 1,023 74.6% 39.4% 56.7% 78 
Spencer County 859 91.0% 35.3% 48.9% 46 
Taylor County 858 94.2% 47.4% 70.4% 48 
Trimble County 378 96.3% 44.4% 62.0% 27 
Union County 647 86.6% 42.5% 59.1% 38 
Average (mean) 750 87.6% 51.0% 67.8% 47 
Total (population) 17,254 -- -- -- 1081 












GRIT Schools and Mean ACT sub-scores (2013-2014 School Year) 
High School Name English Math Reading Science Composite 
Adair County 17.9 19.0 19.4 19.3 19.1 
Apollo 19.5 18.9 20.1 20.1 19.7 
Campbellsville 16.4 18.2 17.2 19.0 17.9 
Carroll County 15.7 17.5 17.2 17.7 17.2 
Caverna 14.5 17.7 16.4 17.1 16.5 
Daviess County 20.7 19.9 21.2 21.2 20.8 
Franklin-Simpson 19.4 19.9 20.2 20.4 20.1 
Frederick Fraize 17.1 18.1 18.9 18.9 18.4 
Green County 18.5 20.2 19.5 19.8 19.6 
Hart County 16.9 19.1 18.7 18.4 18.4 
Henry County 17.9 18.5 19.1 19.1 18.8 
Logan County 18.8 19.3 19.1 19.9 19.4 
Martha L. Collins 19.8 19.4 20.8 21.1 20.4 
Metcalfe County 17.5 20.6 19.5 19.8 19.5 
Monroe County 16.8 19.2 18.2 18.3 18.3 
Owen County 17.3 18.3 19.1 19.1 18.6 
Owensboro 17.7 18.5 18.7 19.4 18.7 
Russell County 17.9 18.9 19.1 18.7 18.7 
Shelby County 18.9 19.1 19.4 19.7 19.4 
Spencer County 18.7 18.6 19.2 19.9 19.2 
Taylor County 18.2 18.7 19.3 19.5 19.0 
Trimble County 19.7 19.0 20.4 20.1 19.9 
Union County 18.4 18.2 18.2 18.7 18.5 
Average (mean) 18.1 19.0 19.1 19.4 19.0 












GRIT Schools and Mean ACT sub-scores (2014-2015 School Year) 
High School Name English Math Reading Science Composite 
Adair County 17.2 18.1 18.3 18.2 18.1 
Apollo 19.8 19.0 20.3 19.4 19.7 
Campbellsville 16.9 19.4 18.4 18.7 18.4 
Carroll County 17.4 18.0 18.7 18.4 18.3 
Caverna 17.8 17.1 18.8 18.4 18.1 
Daviess County 20.4 19.1 20.6 20.3 20.2 
Franklin-Simpson 19.0 18.7 19.7 19.3 19.3 
Frederick Fraize 16.8 18.2 18.0 18.3 18.0 
Green County 18.5 17.7 18.6 19.7 18.7 
Hart County 18.1 18.1 19.9 18.9 18.9 
Henry County 18.0 18.3 18.8 18.5 18.5 
Logan County 19.1 18.8 20.0 20.0 19.6 
Martha L. Collins 19.6 19.3 20.3 19.9 19.9 
Metcalfe County 17.1 18.4 19.2 18.9 18.5 
Monroe County 16.3 17.3 17.3 18.2 17.4 
Owen County 17.0 18.1 18.2 18.3 18.1 
Owensboro 18.4 18.0 18.7 18.6 18.6 
Russell County 17.7 18.1 19.0 17.7 18.3 
Shelby County 19.4 18.8 20.1 20.1 19.7 
Spencer County 19.2 18.5 19.9 19.6 19.5 
Taylor County 18.8 18.7 19.9 19.3 19.3 
Trimble County 18.4 18.4 19.3 19.1 19.0 
Union County 19.1 17.8 19.0 18.8 18.8 
Average (mean) 18.3 18.3 19.2 19.0 19.0 












GRIT Schools and Mean ACT sub-scores (2015-2016 School Year) 
High School Name English Math Reading Science Composite 
Adair County 18.2 18.4 18.7 19.4 18.8 
Apollo 19.8 19.1 20.5 19.9 20.0 
Campbellsville 18.5 19.2 20.2 19.5 19.4 
Carroll County 16.4 17.4 17.7 18.0 17.5 
Caverna 18.5 17.9 20.0 18.1 18.7 
Daviess County 20.7 20.1 20.9 21.2 20.9 
Franklin-Simpson 18.8 19.4 20.2 20.1 19.8 
Frederick Fraize 17.8 18.6 18.9 19.7 18.9 
Green County 18.9 17.7 18.4 19.4 18.7 
Hart County 17.9 17.2 18.9 18.7 18.3 
Henry County 17.5 17.5 18.9 18.4 18.2 
Logan County 18.7 19.1 20.0 20.1 19.6 
Martha L. Collins 20.7 19.6 21.2 21.1 20.8 
Metcalfe County 16.7 17.8 18.6 18.4 18.0 
Monroe County 17.6 18.1 18.6 18.4 18.3 
Owen County 17.4 17.7 18.9 18.6 18.3 
Owensboro 19.1 18.6 19.9 19.3 19.4 
Russell County 18.1 18.3 18.4 18.9 18.5 
Shelby County 18.6 18.9 20.1 19.5 19.4 
Spencer County 18.5 18.2 19.4 19.0 18.9 
Taylor County 18.6 18.3 19.2 19.3 19.0 
Trimble County 18.5 19.1 19.3 19.5 19.3 
Union County 18.4 17.2 19.2 18.3 18.4 
Average (mean) 18.4 18.4 19.4 19.3 19.0 













Descriptive Statistics and Range for ACT Scores 
 Score Year Range Minimum Maximum Mean SD 
English Y0 6.2 14.5 20.7 18.009 1.421 
English Y1 4.1 16.3 20.4 18.263 1.074 
English  Y2 4.3 16.4 20.7 18.429 1.015 
Math Y0 3.1 17.5 20.6 18.904 0.769 
Math Y1 2.3 17.1 19.4 18.342 0.574 
Math Y2 2.9 17.2 20.1 18.408 0.786 
Reading Y0 4.8 16.4 21.2 19.083 1.133 
Reading Y1 3.3 17.3 20.6 19.175 0.842 
Reading Y2 3.5 17.7 21.2 19.396 0.865 
Science Y0 4.1 17.1 21.2 19.357 0.976 
Science Y1 2.6 17.7 20.3 18.983 0.696 
Science Y2 3.2 18.0 21.2 19.254 0.844 
Composite Y0 4.3 16.5 20.8 18.961 0.981 
Composite Y1 2.8 17.4 20.2 18.829 0.706 
Composite Y2 3.4 17.5 20.9 19.004 0.824 




















FranklinCovey Fidelity of Implementation (FOPI) Assessments and Frequency (Y2) 
High School Name FOPI/Frequency 
Adair County Green 
Apollo Yellow 
Campbellsville Yellow 
Carroll County Yellow 
Caverna Red 
Daviess County Yellow 
Franklin-Simpson Yellow 
Frederick Fraize Yellow 
Green County Green 
Hart County Green 
Henry County Yellow 
Logan County Green 
Martha L. Collins Unknown 
Metcalfe County Red 
Monroe County Green 
Owen County Green 
Owensboro Yellow 
Russell County Yellow 
Shelby County Yellow 
Spencer County Yellow 
Taylor County Green 
Trimble County Green 
Union County Unknown 








APPENDIX B: Complete List of STEP Survey Questions 
Table 35 
STEP Survey Questions (High School Student Version) 
Construct Sub-construct Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 
Cognitive engagement Purpose of learning I go to school because I 
love to learn. 
I go to school because I 
love to learn. 
(Blank) 
-- -- I go to school because I 
like my friends.  
I go to school because I 
like my friends.  
(Blank) 
-- -- I go to school because I 
like my teachers. 
I go to school because I 
like my teachers. 
(Blank) 
-- -- I go to school because I 
want to go to college. 
I go to school because I 
want to go to college. 
I go to school because I 
want to go to college. 
-- -- I go to school because I 
want to get a good job. 
I go to school because I 
want to get a good job. 
I go to school because I 
want to get a good job. 
-- -- I go to school because my 
parents tell me to. (R) 
(Deleted) (Deleted) 
-- -- (Blank) (Blank) I go to school because I 
want to prepare for my 
future. 
-- Learning efforts I work hard on my 
schoolwork. 
I work hard on my 
schoolwork. 
I work hard on my 
schoolwork. 
-- -- I learn as much as I can 
from my classes. 
I learn as much as I can 
from my classes. 
I learn as much as I can 
from my classes. 
-- -- I do my best to get good 
grades in school. 
I do my best to get good 
grades in school. 
I do my best to get good 
grades in school. 
-- -- I do my schoolwork on 
time.  
I do my schoolwork on 
time.  
I do my schoolwork on 
time.  





Construct Sub-construct Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 
Cognitive engagement Learning efforts I enjoy working on 
difficult tasks. 
(Deleted) (Deleted) 
-- -- I keep up with my 
schoolwork. 
I keep up with my 
schoolwork. 
I keep up with my 
schoolwork. 
Emotional engagement Attitudes towards school 
& teachers 
I am happy to be at my 
school. 
I am happy to be at my 
school. 
I am happy to be at my 
school. 
-- -- My classroom is a fun 
place to be. 
My classroom is a fun 
place to be. 
My classroom is a fun 
place to be. 
-- -- My teachers care about 
how I am doing. 
My teachers care about 
how I am doing. 
My teachers care about 
how I am doing. 
-- -- I feel excited about doing 
work in school. 
I feel excited about doing 
work in school. 
I feel excited about doing 
work in school. 
-- -- I think the teachers at my 
school treat students 
fairly. 
I think the teachers at my 
school treat students 
fairly. 
I think the teachers at my 
school treat students 
fairly. 
-- -- (Blank) (Blank) I go to school because I 
love to learn. 
-- -- (Blank) (Blank) I go to school because we 
do interesting things.  
 -- (Blank) (Blank) I go to school because I 
like my teachers. 
-- Feelings of belonging I feel like my opinions are 
respected in this school. 
I feel like my opinions are 
respected in this school. 
I feel like my opinions are 
respected in this school. 
-- -- I can talk to my teachers 
about my problems. 
I can talk to my teachers 
about my problems. 
I can talk to my teachers 
about my problems. 
-- -- I play an important role in 
my class. 
I play an important role in 
my class. 
I play an important role in 
my class. 
-- -- I feel no one at school 









Construct Sub-construct Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 
Behavioral engagement -- I follow the rules at 
school. 
I follow the rules at 
school. 
I follow the rules at 
school. 
-- -- I get in trouble at school. 
(R) 
I get in trouble at school. 
(R) 
I don't get in trouble at 
school. 
-- -- I fight with my 
classmates. (R) 
(Deleted) (Deleted) 
-- -- I lie to others. (R) I lie to others. (R) I don't lie to others. 
-- -- I use bad words. (R) I use bad words. (R) I don't use bad words. 
-- -- I am well behaved. I am well behaved. I am well behaved. 
Social engagement -- I make friends easily. (Deleted) (Deleted) 
-- -- I do my part in group 
work. 
I do my part in group 
work. 
I do my part in group 
work. 
-- -- I help my friends when 
they are having problems. 
I help my friends when 
they are having problems. 
I help my friends when 
they are having problems. 
-- -- I ask for help when I need 
it. 
I ask for help when I need 
it. 
(Deleted) 
-- -- I care about how others 
feel. 
I care about how others 
feel. 
I care about how others 
feel. 
-- -- I am a good listener. I am a good listener. I am a good listener. 
-- -- I participate in activities 
or programs after the 
school day is over. 
(Deleted) (Deleted) 
Independence Responsibility I keep my promises. I keep my promises. I keep my promises. 
-- -- I finish tasks when asked. I finish tasks when asked. I finish tasks when asked. 
-- -- I am always on time. I am always on time. I am always on time. 
-- -- I accept responsibility for 
my actions. 
I accept responsibility for 
my actions. 
I accept responsibility for 
my actions. 
-- -- I make decisions after 
thinking carefully. 
I make decisions after 
thinking carefully. 







Construct Sub-construct Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 
Independence Responsibility I do things independently. (Deleted) (Deleted) 
-- -- I act as a leader in my 
class. 
(Deleted) (Deleted) 
Independence Self-control I can handle whatever 
comes my way. 
(Deleted) (Deleted) 
-- -- If I am in trouble, I can 
think of a good solution. 
If I am in trouble, I can 
think of a good solution. 
If I am in trouble, I can 
think of a good solution. 
-- -- I am confident in myself. I am confident in my 
ability to face new 
challenges. 
I am confident in myself. 
-- -- I can solve most problems 
if I work hard. 
(Deleted) (Deleted) 
-- -- I can achieve my goals. (Deleted) (Deleted) 
-- -- I reach my goals by trying 
hard.  
I reach my goals by trying 
hard.  
I reach my goals by trying 
hard.  
-- -- I make plans before I do 
something.  
I make plans before I do 
something.  
I make plans before I do 
something.  
-- -- I take steps to achieve 
goals.  
I take steps to achieve 
goals.  
I take steps to achieve 
goals.  
-- -- I set goals for myself. I set goals for myself. (Deleted) 
-- -- I keep track of my 
progress towards my 
goals. 
I set a goal and stick with 
it. 
 
I keep track of my 
progress towards my 
goals. 
-- -- I perform tasks in order.  I perform tasks in order.  I perform tasks in order.  
-- -- I am lazy. (R) (Deleted) I am lazy. (R) 
-- -- I use my time wisely. I use my time wisely. I use my time wisely. 
-- -- I think about what might 
happen before I decide 









Construct Sub-construct Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 
Independence Self-control I do what is most 
important first. 
I do what is most 
important first. 




(Blank) (Blank) I spend time with my 
friends.  
-- -- (Blank) (Blank) I take a break after hard 
work. 
-- -- (Blank) (Blank) I do something fun every 
day. 
-- -- (Blank) (Blank) I do things to take care of 
myself. 
-- -- (Blank) (Blank) I try to be happy.  
-- -- I stay calm when my 
feelings get hurt.  
I stay calm when my 
feelings get hurt.  
(Deleted) 
-- -- I get upset easily.  (R) I get upset easily. (R)  (Deleted) 
-- -- I lose my temper a lot. (R) I lose my temper a lot. (R) (Deleted) 
-- -- I eat healthy foods. (Deleted) (Deleted) 
-- -- I exercise every day. (Deleted) (Deleted) 
-- -- I keep myself clean. (Deleted) (Deleted) 
-- -- I can talk to my 
parents/guardians about 
my problems. 




-- -- I get along well with my 
family. 
I get along well with my 
family. 
(Deleted) 
Interdependence Social competence/ 
communications skills 
I respect the rights of 
other people. 
I respect the rights of 
other people. 
I respect the rights of 
other people. 
-- -- I share things with other 
people. 
I share things with other 
people. 
I share things with other 
people. 
-- -- 
I am comfortable around 
people who are different 
from me. 
I am comfortable around 







Construct Sub-construct Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 
Interdependence Social competence/ 
communications skills 
I respect the opinions of 
others who are different 
from me. 
I respect the opinions of 
others who are different 
from me. 
I respect the opinions of 
others who are different 
from me. 
--  -- I feel happy when others 
are successful. 
I feel happy when others 
are successful. 
I feel happy when others 
are successful. 
-- -- I say good things about 
other people. 
I say good things about 
other people. 
I say good things about 
other people. 
-- -- I put myself in other 
people's shoes. 
(Deleted) (Deleted) 
-- -- I can express myself 
clearly. 
(Deleted) (Deleted) 
GRIT Civic engagement/social 
responsibility 
(Blank) I help those less fortunate 
than myself.  
I help those less fortunate 
than myself.  
-- -- (Blank) I volunteer in my 
community. 
I volunteer in my 
community. 
-- -- (Blank) I participate in charity 
events. 
I participate in charity 
events. 
-- Empathy (Blank) I am sad when others are 
sad. 
I am sad when others are 
sad. 
-- -- (Blank) I feel bad for people who 
are disadvantaged.  
I feel bad for people who 
are disadvantaged.  
-- -- (Blank) I feel sad to see animals in 
pain. 
I feel sad to see animals in 
pain. 
-- Future mindset (Blank) I think about how to put 
my future goals into 
action. 
I think about how to put 
my future goals into 
action. 
-- Self-standards  (Blank) 
  
I have high expectations 
for myself.  
I have high expectations 
for myself.  
-- -- (Blank) 
I have plans for a future 
career.  






Construct Sub-construct Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 
GRIT Consistency of interests (Blank) I change my goals before I 
achieve them. (R) 
(Deleted) 
-- Perseverance of efforts (Blank) I get frustrated when 
things don't go as planned. 
(R) 
(Deleted) 
-- Resilience (Blank) I see the bright side in 
difficult situations. 
I see the bright side in 
difficult situations. 
-- -- (Blank) I think of myself as a 
strong person. 
I think of myself as a 
strong person. 
-- -- (Blank) I manage my anger in a 
positive way. 
I manage my anger in a 
positive way. 
-- Pride in environment (Blank) I care how our school 
looks. 
I care how our school 
looks. 
-- -- (Blank) I help keep my school 
environment clean. 
I help keep my school 
environment clean. 
 Self-concept (Blank) I rarely give in to peer 
pressure. 
(Deleted) 
-- Self-regulation (Blank) I do something to improve 
myself every week. 
I do something to improve 
myself every week. 
-- -- (Blank) I reward myself for 
progress toward my goals.  
(Deleted) 
-- -- (Blank) I keep making the same 
mistakes over and over. 
(R)  
(Deleted) 
-- -- (Blank) I live up to my personal 
standards. 
(Deleted) 
  (Blank) Distractions rarely keep 
me from finishing tasks. 
Distractions rarely keep 
me from finishing tasks. 
  (Blank) I make adjustments to 
plans when needed. 
I make adjustments to 






STEP Survey Questions (Teacher Version) 
Construct Sub-construct Year 0 (Students in my 
classes . . .) 
Year 1 (Students in my 
classes . . .) 
Year 2 (Students in my 
classes . . .) 
Cognitive engagement Purpose of learning go to school because they 
love to learn. 
go to school because they 
love to learn. 
go to school because they 
love to learn. 
-- -- go to school because they 
like their friends. 
go to school because they 
like their friends.  
go to school because they 
like their friends.  
-- -- go to school because they 
like their teachers. 
go to school because they 
like their teachers. 
go to school because they 
like their teachers. 
-- -- go to school because they 
want to go to college. 
go to school because they 
want to go to college. 
go to school because they 
want to go to college. 
-- -- go to school because they 
want to get a good job. 
go to school because they 
want to get a good job. 
go to school because they 
want to get a good job. 
-- -- (Blank) (Blank) go to school because they 
want to prepare for the 
future.  
-- -- go to school because their 
parents tell them to. (R) 
(Deleted) (Deleted) 
-- Learning efforts work hard on their 
schoolwork. 
work hard on their 
schoolwork. 
work hard on their 
schoolwork. 
-- -- learn as much as they can 
from their classes. 
learn as much as they can 
from their classes. 
learn as much as they can 
from their classes. 
-- -- do their best to get good 
grades in school. 
do their best to get good 
grades in school. 
do their best to get good 
grades in school. 
-- -- do their schoolwork on 
time. 
do their schoolwork on 
time.  
do their schoolwork on 
time.  





Construct Sub-construct Year 0 (Students in my 
classes . . .) 
Year 1 (Students in my 
classes . . .) 
Year 2 (Students in my 
classes . . .) 
Cognitive engagement Learning efforts enjoy working on difficult 
tasks. 
enjoy working on difficult 
tasks. 
enjoy working on difficult 
tasks. 
-- -- keep up with their 
schoolwork. 
keep up with their 
schoolwork. 
keep up with their 
schoolwork. 
Emotional engagement Attitudes towards school 
& teachers 
are happy to be at school. are happy to be at school. think their teachers treat 
students fairly. 
-- -- think their classroom is a 
fun place to be. 
think their classroom is a 
fun place to be. 
are happy to be at 
school. 
-- -- feel their teachers care 
about how they are doing. 
feel their teachers care 
about how they are doing. 
think their classroom is 
a fun place to be. 
-- -- feel excited about doing 
work in school. 
feel excited about doing 
work in school. 
feel their teachers care 
about how they are 
doing. 
-- -- think their teachers treat 
students fairly. 
think their teachers treat 
students fairly. 
feel excited about doing 
work in school. 
-- Feelings of belonging feel like their opinions are 
respected. 
feel like their opinions are 
respected. 
feel like their opinions are 
respected. 
-- -- can talk to their teachers 
about their problems. 
can talk to their teachers 
about their problems. 
can talk to their teachers 
about their problems. 
-- -- feel like they play an 
important role in their 
classes. 
feel like they play an 
important role in their 
classes. 
feel like they play an 
important role in their 
classes. 
-- -- feel like no one at school 
cares about them. (R) 
(Deleted) (Deleted) 
Behavioral engagement -- follow the rules. follow the rules. follow the rules. 
 -- rarely get in trouble. rarely get in trouble. rarely get in trouble. 
-- -- rarely fight with their 
classmates. 
rarely fight with their 
classmates. 





Construct Sub-construct Year 0 (Students in my 
classes . . .) 
Year 1 (Students in my 
classes . . .) 
Year 2 (Students in my 
classes . . .)  
Behavioral engagement -- rarely lie to others. rarely lie to others. rarely lie to others. 
-- -- rarely use bad words. rarely use bad words. rarely use bad words. 
-- -- Students in my classes are 
well behaved. 
are well behaved. are well behaved. 
Social engagement -- Make friends easily. make friends easily. make friends easily. 
-- -- do their parts in group 
work. 
do their part in group 
work. 
do their part in group 
work. 
-- -- help their friends when 
they are having problems. 
help their friends when 
they are having problems. 
help their friends when 
they are having problems. 
-- -- ask for help when they 
need it. 
ask for help when they 
need it. 
ask for help when they 
need it. 
-- -- care about how others 
feel. 
care about how others 
feel. 
care about how others 
feel. 
-- -- are good listeners. are good listeners. are good listeners. 
-- -- participate in activities or 
programs after the school 
day is over. 
(Deleted) (Deleted) 
Independence Responsibility keep their promises. keep their promises. keep their promises. 
-- -- finish tasks when asked. finish tasks when asked. finish tasks when asked. 
-- -- are always on time. are always on time. (Deleted) 
-- -- accept responsibility for 
their actions. 
accept responsibility for 
their actions. 
accept responsibility for 
their actions. 
-- -- make decisions after 
careful thoughts. 
make decisions after 
careful thoughts. 
make decisions after 
careful thoughts. 
-- -- do things independently. do things independently. do things independently. 
-- -- act as leaders in class. act as leaders in  class. act as leaders in  class. 
 Self-control can handle whatever 
comes their way. 
can handle whatever 
comes their way. 
can handle whatever 




Construct Sub-construct Year 0 (Students in my 
classes . . .) 
Year 1 (Students in my 
classes . . .) 
Year 2 (Students in my 
classes . . .)  
Independence Self-control Can think of good 
solutions if they get in 
trouble. 
(Deleted) (Deleted) 
-- -- Are confident in 
themselves. 
are confident in their 
abilities to face new 
challenges.  
are confident in their 
abilities to face new 
challenges.  
-- -- Can solve most problems 
if they work hard. 
(Deleted) (Deleted) 
-- -- Can achieve their goals. can achieve their goals. (Deleted) 
-- -- Can reach their goals by 
trying hard. 
reach their goals by trying 
hard.  
(Deleted) 
-- -- Make plans before they do 
something. 
make plans before they do 
something.  
make plans before they do 
something.  
-- -- Take steps to achieve 
goals. 
take steps to achieve 
goals.  
take steps to achieve 
goals.  
-- -- Set goals for themselves. set goals for themselves. (Deleted) 
-- -- Keep track of progress 
toward their goals. 
set goals and stick with 
them.  
set goals and stick with 
them.  
-- -- Perform tasks in order. perform tasks in order.  perform tasks in order.  
-- -- Are lazy. (R) (Deleted) (Deleted) 
-- -- Use their time wisely. use their time wisely. use their time wisely. 
-- -- Think about what might 
happen before deciding 
what to do. 
think about what might 
happen before deciding 
what to do. 
think about what might 
happen before deciding 
what to do. 
-- -- Do what is most important 
first. 
do what is most important 
first. 




Stay calm when their 
feelings get hurt. 
stay calm when their 
feelings get hurt.  
stay calm when their 
feelings get hurt.  




Construct Sub-construct Year 0 (Students in my 
classes . . .) 
Year 1 (Students in my 
classes . . .) 
Year 2 (Students in my 
classes . . .)  
Independence Emotional/physical 
wellbeing 
Lose their tempers a lot. 
(R) 
lose their tempers a lot. 
(R) 
(Deleted) 
-- -- Eat healthy foods. (Deleted) (Deleted) 
-- -- Exercise every day. (Deleted) (Deleted) 
-- -- Keep themselves clean. (Deleted) (Deleted) 
-- -- Can talk to their parents/ 
guardians about their 
problems. 
can talk to their parents/ 
guardians about their 
problems. 
can talk to their parents/ 
guardians about their 
problems. 
-- -- Get along well with their 
family. 
get along well with their 
family. 
get along well with their 
family. 
Interdependence Social competence/ 
communications skills 
Respect the rights of other 
people. 
respect the rights of other 
people. 
respect the rights of other 
people. 
-- -- Share things with other 
people. 
share things with other 
people. 
share things with other 
people. 
-- -- Are comfortable around 
people who are different 
from them. 
are comfortable around 
people who are different 
from them 
are comfortable around 
people who are different 
from them 
-- -- Respect the opinions of 
others who are different 
from them. 
respect the opinions of 
others who are different 
from them. 
respect the opinions of 
others who are different 
from them. 
-- -- Feel happy when others 
are successful. 
feel happy when others 
are successful. 
feel happy when others 
are successful. 
-- -- Say good things about 
other people. 
say good things about 
other people. 
say good things about 
other people. 
-- -- Put themselves in other 
people’s shoes. 
put themselves in other 
people's shoes. 
(Deleted) 







Construct Sub-construct Year 0 (Students in my 
classes . . .) 
Year 1 (Students in my 
classes . . .) 
Year 2 (Students in my 
classes . . .)  
GRIT Civic engagement/social 
responsibility 
(Blank) help those less fortunate 
than themselves.  
are helpful to those around 
them.   
-- -- (Blank) volunteer in their 
communities. 
volunteer in their 
communities. 
-- -- (Blank) participate in charity 
events. 
participate in charity 
events. 
-- Empathy (Blank) are sad when others are 
sad. 
are sad when others are 
sad. 
-- -- (Blank) feel bad for people who 
are disadvantaged.  
feel bad for people who 
are disadvantaged.  
-- -- (Blank) feel sad to see animals in 
pain. 
feel sad to see animals in 
pain. 
-- Future mindset (Blank) think about how to put 
their future goals into 
action. 
think about how to put 
their future goals into 
action. 
-- Self-standards (Blank) have high expectations for 
themselves.  
have high expectations for 
themselves.  
-- --  have plans for a future 
career.  
have plans for a future 
career.  
-- Consistency of interests (Blank) change their goals before 
they achieve them. 
(Deleted) 
-- Perseverance of efforts (Blank) get frustrated when things 
don't go as planned. (R) 
(Deleted) 
-- Resilience (Blank) see the bright side in 
difficult situations. 
see the bright side in 
difficult situations. 
-- -- (Blank) think of themselves as 
strong persons.  
think of themselves as 
strong persons.  
  (Blank) manage their anger in a 
positive way. 





Construct Sub-construct Year 0 (Students in my 
classes . . .) 
Year 1 (Students in my 
classes . . .) 
Year 2 (Students in my 
classes . . .)  
GRIT Pride in environment (Blank) care how our school looks. care how our school looks. 
-- -- (Blank) help keep our school 
environment clean. 
help keep our school 
environment clean. 
-- -- (Blank) (Blank) are respectful of school 
property.  
-- Self-concept (Blank) rarely give in to peer 
pressure. 
rarely give in to peer 
pressure. 
-- Self-regulation (Blank) do something to improve 
themselves every week. 
do something to improve 
themselves every week. 
-- -- (Blank) reward themselves for 
progress toward their 
goals.  
reward themselves for 
progress toward their 
goals.  
-- -- (Blank) keep making the same 
mistakes over and over. 
(R) 
(Deleted) 
-- -- (Blank) live up to their personal 
standards. 
live up to their personal 
standards. 
-- -- (Blank) rarely allow distractions to 
keep them from finishing 
their tasks. 
rarely allow distractions to 
keep them from finishing 
their tasks. 
-- -- (Blank) make adjustments to plans 
when needed. 






APPENDIX C: Complete Calculation Tables 
Table 37 
Descriptive Statistics and Range for STEP/GRIT Scores and Major Sub-scores 
Construct Year Range Minimum Maximum Mean SD 
Behavioral Engagement Y0 3.00 1.00 4.00 3.0902 0.59430 
Cognitive Engagement Y0 3.00 1.00 4.00 2.8969 0.46469 
Emotional Engagement Y0 3.00 1.00 4.00 2.5463 0.60011 
Independence Y0 3.00 1.00 4.00 2.9527 0.43560 
Interdependence Y0 3.00 1.00 4.00 3.0804 0.54226 
Social Engagement Y0 3.00 1.00 4.00 3.0739 0.51083 
STEP Composite Y0 3.00 1.00 4.00 2.9255 0.41074 
STEP Composite Y1 3.00 1.00 4.00 2.9721 0.45657 
STEP Composite Y2 3.00 1.00 4.00 3.0877 0.52312 
GRIT Composite Y1 3.65 1.35 5.00 3.4736 0.59855 






















Construct/Even-weight Construct Year-by-Year Correlations 





0.999** 0.999** 0.988** 





0.997* 0.997** 0.999** 





0.999** 0.997** 0.971** 





0.999** 0.996** 0.996** 





-- 0.968** 0.998** 





-- 0.989** 0.996** 





0.992** 0.989* 0.994** 





0.996** 0.983** 0.993** 





0.983** 0.992** 0.993** 





0.987** 0.996** 0.984** 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 












Pearson Correlations Between All Y0 Student Survey Results and Demographic Factors  
Construct Correlation Free/Reduced Population White 
Attitudes Towards 
School & Teachers 
Pearson 
Correlation 
0.021* 0.050** -0.027** 





-0.011 0.050** 0.004 
Sig. (2-t) 0.239 0.000 0.637 
Cognitive Engagement Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.012 0.054** -0.014 
Sig. (2-t) 0.191 0.000 0.134 




-0.012 0.054** -0.015 
Sig. (2-t) 0.198 0.000 0.101 
Emotional Engagement Pearson 
Correlation 
0.018* 0.048** -0.021* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.044 0.000 0.019 




0.018 0.048** -0.020* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.052 0.000 0.026 
Feelings of Belonging Pearson 
Correlation 
0.012 0.038** -0.010 
Sig. (2-t) 0.199 0.000 0.281 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.001 0.018* -0.006 





-0.007 0.022* -0.008 
Sig. (2-t) 0.446 0.017 0.409 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.012 0.022* 0.002 
Sig. (2-t) 0.204 0.017 0.854 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.013 0.057** 0.002 
Sig. (2-t) 0.152 0.000 0.808 
Purpose Learning Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.007 0.038** -0.032** 













0.005 0.019* 0.002 





0.018* 0.001 0.001 





-0.013 0.013 0.001 





-0.003 0.037** -0.004 






-0.005 0.045** -0.008 





-0.043** 0.034** -0.020* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.029 





















Pearson Correlations Between All Y1 Student Survey Results and Demographic Factors  
Construct Correlation Free/Reduced Population White 
Attitudes Towards  
School & Teachers 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.015 0.030* -0.007 





-0.044** 0.031** 0.030* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.009 0.012 
Civic Engagement Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.047** 0.045** 0.023 






-0.027* 0.028* -0.003 





-0.028* 0.029* -0.004 





0.042** -0.031 0.015 






-0.015 0.030* -0.007 





-0.015 0.031* -0.007 
Sig. (2-t) 0.202 0.010 0.552 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.038** 0.041** 0.002 
Sig. (2-t) 0.002 0.001 0.879 
Feelings of Belonging Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.013 0.027* -0.006 
Sig. (2-t) 0.297 0.027 0.607 
Future Mindset Pearson 
Correlation 
0.001 -0.007 -0.013 
Sig. (2-t) 0.909 0.549 0.283 
GRIT Composite Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.032** 0.023 0.012 












-0.023 0.015 0.015 





-0.023 0.012 0.015 
Sig. (2-t) 0.060 0.326 0.216 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.019 0.009 0.010 
Sig. (2-t) 0.112 0.445 0.415 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.008 0.001 -0.004 
Sig. (2-t) 0.535 0.934 0.719 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.036** 0.035** -0.010 





-0.006 0.014 0.028* 





-0.029* 0.021 0.010 
Sig. (2-t) 0.018 0.088 0.397 
Purpose of Learning Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.012 0.014 0.005 
Sig. (2-t) 0.331 0.243 0.672 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.018 0.008 0.018 
Sig. (2-t) 0.156 0.543 0.135 
Responsibility Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.019 0.008 0.025* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.110 0.490 0.036 
Self-concept Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.032* 0.016 -0.007 
Sig. (2-t) 0.011 0.198 0.590 
Self-control Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.008 0.001 -0.004 
Sig. (2-t) 0.535 0.934 0.719 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.033** 0.017 -0.002 






Construct Correlation Free/Reduced Population White 
Self-standards Pearson 
Correlation 
0.013 -0.024 0.000 
Sig. (2-t) 0.296 0.051 0.993 
Social Engagement Pearson 
Correlation 
0.009 -0.012 0.020 
Sig. (2-t) 0.469 0.305 0.093 
STEP Composite Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.020 0.018 0.006 





-0.020 0.020 0.009 
Sig. (2-t) 0.087 0.096 0.476 
Wellbeing Pearson 
Correlation 
-.028* 0.018 0.016 
Sig. (2-t) 0.020 0.130 0.194 






















Pearson Correlations Between All Y2 Student Survey Results and Demographic Factors  
Construct Correlation Free/Reduced Population White 
Attitudes Towards  
School & Teachers 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.018 0.077** 0.002 





-0.017 -0.048** 0.080** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.087 0.000 0.000 
Civic Engagement Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.067** 0.079** 0.017 






-0.040** 0.068** -0.009 





-0.040** 0.065** 0.003 






-0.012 0.009 0.047** 






-0.015 0.039** 0.029** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.124 0.000 0.004 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.040** 0.063** -0.007 





-0.006 -0.040** 0.071** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.527 0.000 0.000 
Future Mindset Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.017 .022* -0.017 
Sig. (2-t) 0.102 0.034 0.099 
GRIT Composite Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.045** 0.068** -0.003 





-0.045** 0.068** -0.003 













-0.021* -0.054** 0.135** 





-0.015 -0.039** 0.125** 





-0.015 0.049** -0.018 





-0.036** 0.056** 0.024* 





-0.028** 0.057** -0.020 
Sig. (2-t) 0.006 0.000 0.055 




-0.037** 0.066** -0.037** 





-0.027** 0.052** -0.004 





-0.082** -0.129** 0.121** 





0.008 0.020* 0.075** 





-0.031** 0.052** 0.009 





-0.018 0.025* -0.013 





-0.069** -0.119** 0.102** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 
STEP Composite Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.029** -0.012 0.084** 













-0.033** -0.024* 0.086** 





0.025* -0.012 0.113** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.014 0.215 0.000 




























Pearson Correlations Between All Y0 Teacher Survey Results and Demographic Factors  
Construct Correlation Free/Reduced Population White 
Attitudes Towards  
School & Teachers 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.058 0.063 -0.031 





-0.081 0.055 0.128** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.065 0.207 0.003 
Cognitive Engagement Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.048 0.069 0.036 





-0.046 0.071 0.035 
Sig. (2-t) 0.294 0.103 0.423 
Emotional Engagement Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.055 0.074 -0.032 





-0.057 0.072 -0.025 
Sig. (2-t) 0.186 0.095 0.565 
Feelings of Belonging Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.031 0.061 -0.007 
Sig. (2-t) 0.476 0.161 0.876 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.170** 0.094* 0.037 





-0.178** 0.097* 0.045 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.027 0.306 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.147** 0.094* 0.009 
Sig. (2-t) 0.001 0.032 0.833 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.070 0.044 0.056 
Sig. (2-t) 0.108 0.312 0.198 
Purpose of Learning Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.006 0.088* -0.001 








Construct Correlation Free/Reduced Population White 
Responsibility Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.123** 0.067 0.059 
Sig. (2-t) 0.005 0.130 0.177 
Self-control Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.134** 0.078 0.014 
Sig. (2-t) 0.002 0.077 0.758 
Social Engagement Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.101* 0.072 0.007 
Sig. (2-t) 0.021 0.100 0.867 
STEP Composite Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.137** 0.098* 0.034 





-0.122** 0.096* 0.034 
Sig. (2-t) 0.005 0.026 0.432 
Wellbeing Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.241** 0.125** 0.055 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.004 0.216 





















Pearson Correlations Between All Y1 Teacher Survey Results and Demographic Factors  
Construct Correlation Free/Reduced Population White 
Attitudes Towards  
School & Teachers 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.034 -0.001 0.000 





-0.085* 0.075 0.118** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.036 0.065 0.004 
Civic Engagement Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.030 0.007 -0.014 





-0.069 0.039 0.043 
Sig. (2-t) 0.084 0.329 0.288 
Cognitive Engagement Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.068 0.040 0.050 
Sig. (2-t) 0.091 0.314 0.217 
Communication Skills Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.033 0.056 0.018 





0.069 0.021 0.012 





-0.024 -0.005 0.028 
Sig. (2-t) 0.545 0.908 0.485 
Emotional Engagement Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.027 -0.004 0.021 
Sig. (2-t) 0.499 0.926 0.600 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.035 0.054 0.006 
Sig. (2-t) 0.404 0.199 0.881 
Feelings of Belonging Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.013 0.000 0.050 
Sig. (2-t) 0.754 0.995 0.218 
Future Mindset Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.032 0.032 -0.013 








Construct Correlation Free/Reduced Population White 
GRIT Composite Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.033 0.036 0.038 





-0.030 0.027 0.040 





-0.079 0.055 0.110** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.051 0.172 0.007 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.056 0.035 0.103* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.167 0.384 0.011 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.033 0.056 0.018 
Sig. (2-t) 0.432 0.180 0.671 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.055 0.041 0.073 
Sig. (2-t) 0.176 0.312 0.070 
Perseverance of Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
0.110 -0.013 0.114* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.053 0.826 0.044 
Pride in Environment Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.044 0.006 0.077 
Sig. (2-t) 0.297 0.884 0.067 
Purpose of Learning Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.071 0.028 -0.003 
Sig. (2-t) 0.077 0.487 0.933 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.048 0.059 0.014 
Sig. (2-t) 0.254 0.164 0.740 
GRIT Composite Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.033 0.036 0.038 





-0.030 0.027 0.040 
Sig. (2-t) 0.482 0.526 0.338 
Responsibility Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.073 0.057 0.115** 








Construct Correlation Free/Reduced Population White 
Self-concept Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.005 0.000 0.056 
Sig. (2-t) 0.912 0.993 0.181 
Self-control Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.032 0.008 0.075 
Sig. (2-t) 0.439 0.846 0.064 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.008 0.033 0.069 
Sig. (2-t) 0.848 0.430 0.100 
Self-standards Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.047 0.050 0.010 
Sig. (2-t) 0.263 0.231 0.803 
Social Engagement Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.019 -0.003 0.102* 





-0.062 0.036 0.085* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.122 0.376 0.033 
STEP Composite Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.058 0.034 0.088* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.147 0.392 0.028 
Wellbeing Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.112** 0.097* 0.082* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.007 0.020 0.047 

















Pearson Correlations Between All Y2 Teacher Survey Results and Demographic Factors  
Construct Correlation Free/Reduced Population White 
Attitudes Towards  
School & Teachers 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.062 0.094** -0.027 





-0.121** 0.099** 0.044 
Sig. (2-t) 0.001 0.005 0.207 
Civic Engagement Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.143** 0.144** -0.016 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.655 
Cognitive Engagement Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.128** 0.169** 0.016 





-0.128** 0.169** 0.012 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.719 
Emotional Engagement Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.044 0.071* -0.024 





-0.038 0.062 -0.022 
Sig. (2-t) 0.273 0.077 0.534 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.057 0.079* 0.019 
Sig. (2-t) 0.114 0.029 0.603 
Feelings of Belonging Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.010 0.025 -0.017 
Sig. (2-t) 0.773 0.473 0.634 
Future Mindset Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.092* 0.102** 0.017 
Sig. (2-t) 0.011 0.005 0.642 
GRIT Composite Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.104** 0.121** 0.004 





-0.103** 0.118** 0.010 








Construct Correlation Free/Reduced Population White 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.091** 0.097** 0.036 





-0.097** 0.102** 0.035 
Sig. (2-t) 0.006 0.004 0.322 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.071* 0.078* -0.044 
Sig. (2-t) 0.046 0.029 0.214 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.100** 0.155** 0.037 
Sig. (2-t) 0.004 0.000 0.290 
Pride in Environment Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.081* 0.065 0.028 
Sig. (2-t) 0.024 0.071 0.431 
Purpose of Learning Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.126** 0.150** -0.025 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.468 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.086* 0.102** -0.004 
Sig. (2-t) 0.017 0.004 0.906 
Responsibility Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.070* 0.082* 0.032 
Sig. (2-t) 0.045 0.019 0.357 
Self-concept Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.066 0.054 0.039 
Sig. (2-t) 0.068 0.138 0.280 
Self-control Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.092** 0.090** 0.041 
Sig. (2-t) 0.009 0.010 0.248 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.094** 0.124** -0.005 
Sig. (2-t) 0.009 0.001 0.894 
Self-standards Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.103** 0.155** 0.003 
Sig. (2-t) 0.004 0.000 0.926 
Social Engagement Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.030 0.022 0.019 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.399 0.532 0.590 
STEP Composite Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.106** 0.115** 0.023 













-0.103** 0.122** 0.019 





-0.115** 0.119** 0.020 
Sig. (2-t) 0.001 0.001 0.584 




























Pearson Correlations Between All Y0 Student Survey Results and ACT Scores 






0.039** 0.032** 0.023* 0.045** 0.050** 





0.047** 0.039** 0.030** 0.053** 0.052** 





0.058** 0.058** 0.025** 0.066** 0.061** 






0.057** 0.057** 0.024** 0.065** 0.061** 





0.042** 0.033** 0.027** 0.049** 0.053** 






0.042** 0.033** 0.027** 0.050** 0.053** 





0.040** 0.029** 0.027** 0.048** 0.049** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.001 0.003 0.000 0.000 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.031** 0.027** 0.013 0.035** 0.037** 





0.034** 0.030** 0.013 0.039** 0.041** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.001 0.161 0.000 0.000 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.025** 0.019* 0.014 0.031** 0.031** 





0.059** 0.062** 0.032** 0.067** 0.057** 





0.041** 0.038** 0.009 0.048** 0.053** 













0.029** 0.025** 0.020* 0.034** 0.033** 





0.017 0.013 0.010 0.021* 0.022* 






0.022* 0.021* -0.001 0.026** 0.033** 






0.047** 0.041** 0.025** 0.054** 0.054** 






0.052** 0.046** 0.027** 0.059** 0.061** 





0.039** 0.040** 0.002 0.044** 0.049** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.860 0.000 0.000 





















Pearson Correlations Between All Y1 Student Survey Results and ACT Scores 






0.029* 0.032** 0.034** 0.022 0.029* 





0.034** 0.030* 0.037** 0.034** 0.022 





0.053** 0.053** 0.039** 0.045** 0.056** 






0.028* 0.034** 0.031** 0.021 0.022 





0.029* 0.035** 0.032** 0.022 0.023 





-0.040** -0.042** -0.051** -0.034* -0.030 






0.031* 0.034** 0.035** 0.025* 0.031* 





0.031* 0.034** 0.035** 0.025* 0.031** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.010 0.004 0.003 0.042 0.010 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
0.054** 0.052** 0.046** 0.055** 0.045** 





0.029* 0.032** 0.032** 0.024* 0.028* 





0.008 0.006 0.020 0.012 -0.003 






0.037** 0.035** 0.040** 0.033** 0.035** 













0.030* 0.027* 0.032* 0.028* 0.026* 





0.018 0.016 0.029* 0.012 0.017 
Sig. (2-t) 0.144 0.193 0.017 0.322 0.160 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.016 0.014 0.030* 0.011 0.015 
Sig. (2-t) 0.184 0.258 0.015 0.375 0.214 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.010 0.007 0.028* 0.006 0.008 
Sig. (2-t) 0.400 0.568 0.021 0.607 0.486 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
0.035** 0.042** 0.037** 0.025* 0.033** 





0.012 0.016 -0.009 0.012 0.019 





0.039** 0.037** 0.047** 0.039** 0.029* 





0.014 0.018 0.019 0.012 0.005 
Sig. (2-t) 0.249 0.140 0.108 0.330 0.686 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
0.020 0.019 0.020 0.019 0.019 





0.023 0.020 0.025* 0.021 0.023 





0.031* 0.026* 0.044** 0.030* 0.022 





0.010 0.007 0.028* 0.006 0.008 
Sig. (2-t) 0.400 0.568 0.021 0.607 0.486 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
0.030* 0.027* 0.043** 0.022 0.030* 








Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Self-standards Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.014 -0.015 0.008 -0.016 -0.016 





0.003 0.003 0.002 0.005 0.001 





0.022 0.023* 0.030* 0.017 0.018 





0.024* 0.026* 0.030* 0.019 0.022 
Sig. (2-t) 0.041 0.028 0.011 0.111 0.069 
Wellbeing Pearson 
Correlation 
0.011 0.012 0.019 0.004 0.012 
Sig. (2-t) 0.352 0.309 0.112 0.763 0.340 























Pearson Correlations Between All Y2 Student Survey Results and ACT Scores 






0.049** 0.056** 0.038** 0.044** 0.047** 





-0.078** -0.095** -0.036** -0.094** -0.069** 





0.069** 0.068** 0.056** 0.057** 0.079** 






0.055** 0.060** 0.048** 0.048** 0.047** 





0.052** 0.057** 0.044** 0.046** 0.045** 






-0.028** -0.033** -0.004 -0.042** -0.020* 





0.006 0.005 0.014 -0.005 0.009 
Sig. (2-t) 0.560 0.600 0.148 0.629 0.354 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
0.049** 0.051** 0.040** 0.043** 0.044** 





-0.076** -0.090** -0.033** -0.094** -0.064** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 
Future Mindset Pearson 
Correlation 
0.017 0.023* 0.012 0.008 0.015 






0.053** 0.056** 0.046** 0.042** 0.054** 






0.053** 0.055** 0.046** 0.042** 0.054** 













0.048** 0.023* 0.041** 0.061** 0.039** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.019 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.050** 0.027** 0.045** 0.065** .041** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.007 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.036** 0.039** 0.027** 0.033** 0.031** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.007 0.001 0.002 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
0.043** 0.046** 0.035** 0.039** 0.039** 





0.050** 0.051** 0.046** 0.043** 0.048** 





0.056** 0.062** 0.051** 0.048** 0.046** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
0.035** 0.039** 0.031** 0.025* 0.038** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.001 0.000 0.003 0.013 0.000 
Responsibility Pearson 
Correlation 
0.010 -0.006 -0.007 -0.002 0.015 
Sig. (2-t) 0.320 0.517 0.455 0.835 0.130 
Self-control Pearson 
Correlation 
0.053** 0.037** 0.053** 0.069** 0.041** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
0.031** 0.034** 0.033** 0.021* 0.035** 





0.021* 0.025* 0.017 0.015 0.019 






-0.013 -0.031** -0.013 -0.029** -0.008 





0.023* 0.009 0.028** .021* 0.020* 














0.011 -0.004 0.020* 0.005 0.010 





0.048** 0.024* 0.050** 0.074** 0.033** 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.015 0.000 0.000 0.001 




























Pearson Correlations Between All Y0 Teacher Survey Results and ACT Scores 






0.087* 0.090* 0.032 0.086* 0.099* 





0.133** 0.133** 0.099* 0.132** 0.121** 





0.096* 0.090* 0.062 0.103* 0.094* 






0.095* 0.088* 0.062 0.102* 0.093* 





0.093* 0.090* 0.048 0.086* 0.109* 






0.095* 0.090* 0.054 0.087* 0.110* 





0.084 0.071 0.061 0.074 0.099* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.056 0.104 0.165 0.089 0.023 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.165** 0.158** 0.108* 0.150** 0.169** 





0.167** 0.163** 0.109* 0.152** 0.170** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.013 0.000 0.000 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.128** 0.129** 0.064 0.112* 0.144** 





0.106* 0.100* 0.068 0.113** 0.102* 





0.058 0.054 0.040 0.064 0.060 













0.124** 0.119** 0.097* 0.108* 0.120** 





0.145** 0.132** 0.100* 0.133** 0.153** 






0.096* 0.084 0.070 0.080 0.112* 






0.152** 0.146** 0.099* 0.142** 0.157** 






0.143** 0.139** 0.093* 0.133** 0.149** 





0.196** 0.203** 0.103* 0.183** 0.198** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.019 0.000 0.000 





















Pearson Correlations Between All Y1 Teacher Survey Results and ACT Scores  






0.018 0.006 0.055 -0.011 0.058 





0.045 0.046 0.063 0.014 0.063 





0.021 0.008 0.078 0.014 0.011 






0.045 0.032 0.076 0.024 0.066 





0.042 0.031 0.072 0.022 0.062 





-0.013 0.010 -0.047 -0.015 0.003 






0.019 0.005 0.047 -0.009 0.068 





0.019 0.005 0.049 -0.009 0.066 
Sig. (2-t) 0.637 0.899 0.223 0.817 0.103 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
0.046 0.041 0.068 0.040 0.047 





0.023 0.010 0.038 -0.001 0.073 





0.038 0.023 .086* 0.027 0.040 






0.039 0.025 .084* 0.034 0.041 













0.033 0.017 0.077 0.024 0.042 





0.051 0.047 0.066 0.029 0.071 
Sig. (2-t) 0.213 0.252 0.106 0.474 0.081 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.029 0.023 0.051 0.011 0.048 
Sig. (2-t) 0.481 0.564 0.209 0.784 0.240 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.067 0.072 0.074 0.054 0.066 
Sig. (2-t) 0.108 0.082 0.076 0.196 0.111 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
0.031 0.027 0.057 0.016 0.039 





-0.052 -0.029 -0.108 -0.076 0.028 





0.039 0.017 0.088* 0.032 0.053 





0.054 0.033 0.088* 0.031 0.084* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.181 0.416 0.028 0.443 0.036 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
0.061 0.051 0.090* 0.053 0.060 





0.041 0.037 0.059 0.020 0.060 





0.001 -0.017 0.044 -0.010 0.022 





0.013 0.005 0.044 0.002 0.027 
Sig. (2-t) 0.744 0.900 0.279 0.963 0.507 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
0.024 0.009 0.064 0.028 0.025 








Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Self-standards Pearson 
Correlation 
0.043 0.035 0.080 0.037 0.027 





-0.010 -0.012 0.006 -0.032 0.026 





0.032 0.025 0.054 0.007 0.060 





0.036 0.028 0.058 0.009 0.069 
Sig. (2-t) 0.367 0.479 0.147 0.814 0.087 
Wellbeing Pearson 
Correlation 
0.101* 0.102* 0.089* 0.078 0.109** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.015 0.014 0.033 0.061 0.008 























Pearson Correlations Between All Y2 Teacher Survey Results and ACT Scores  






0.071* 0.071* 0.092** 0.049 0.079* 





0.078* 0.067 0.100** 0.044 0.105** 





0.113** 0.109** 0.134** 0.080* 0.114** 






0.133** 0.135** 0.142** 0.106** 0.125** 





0.133** 0.134** 0.142** 0.105** 0.126** 






0.044 0.041 0.067 0.020 0.064 





0.051 0.050 0.074* 0.027 0.068 
Sig. (2-t) 0.141 0.155 0.033 0.431 0.050 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
0.043 0.043 0.056 0.024 0.042 





0.012 0.008 0.035 -0.011 0.043 
Sig. (2-t) 0.731 0.812 0.318 0.750 0.224 
Future Mindset Pearson 
Correlation 
0.079* 0.088* 0.076* 0.061 0.065 






0.095** 0.088* 0.119** 0.069 0.091* 






0.094** 0.088* 0.117** 0.069 0.089* 













0.085* 0.084* 0.094** 0.059 0.091** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.015 0.017 0.007 0.091 0.009 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.077* 0.078* 0.088* 0.051 0.083* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.028 0.027 0.012 0.144 0.018 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.071* 0.074* 0.082* 0.044 0.076* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.044 0.036 0.021 0.221 0.033 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
0.103** 0.106** 0.116** 0.076* 0.103** 





0.071* 0.049 0.107** 0.051 0.073* 





0.134** 0.136** 0.139** 0.111** 0.118** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
0.087* 0.076* 0.114** 0.063 0.083* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.016 0.035 0.001 0.082 0.021 
Responsibility Pearson 
Correlation 
0.062 0.067 0.066 0.039 0.070* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.076 0.055 0.062 0.263 0.046 
Self-concept Pearson 
Correlation 
0.062 0.048 0.096** 0.050 0.061 
Sig. (2-t) 0.085 0.188 0.008 0.169 0.091 
Self-control Pearson 
Correlation 
0.068 0.070* 0.082* 0.041 0.072* 
Sig. (2-t) 0.052 0.046 0.020 0.240 0.040 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
0.097** 0.093** 0.116** 0.072* 0.091* 





0.111** 0.111** 0.119** 0.092* 0.100** 





0.016 0.015 0.029 -0.009 0.035 













0.095** 0.092** 0.110** 0.065 0.105** 





0.100** 0.098** 0.114** 0.072* 0.107** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.004 0.005 00.001 0.037 0.002 
Wellbeing Pearson 
Correlation 
0.115** 0.105** 0.121** 0.092** 0.117** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.009 0.001 


























Partial Correlations Between All Y0 Student Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Poverty* 






0.062 0.063 0.026 0.065 0.080 





0.049 0.044 0.027 0.056 0.057 





0.061 0.068 0.020 0.070 0.069 






0.061 0.067 0.020 0.069 0.069 





0.064 0.062 0.029 0.069 0.082 






0.064 0.061 0.029 0.069 0.081 





0.057 0.051 0.029 0.063 0.071 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.000 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.036 0.036 0.012 0.041 0.046 





0.036 0.035 0.012 0.042 0.046 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.211 0.000 0.000 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.038 0.036 0.015 0.043 0.048 





0.062 0.071 0.027 0.070 0.061 





0.045 0.047 0.005 0.052 0.062 












0.038 0.038 0.019 0.043 0.044 





0.035 0.036 0.013 0.037 0.043 






0.020 0.019 -0.001 0.026 0.034 






0.054 0.054 0.020 0.061 0.067 






0.059 0.059 0.023 0.067 0.073 





0.019 0.016 -0.003 0.027 0.030 
Sig. (2-t) 0.037 0.090 0.769 0.004 0.001 


















Partial Correlations Between All Y0 Student Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Population* 






0.008 -0.006 0.007 0.017 0.023 





0.016 0.002 0.011 0.026 0.023 





0.024 0.023 0.002 0.037 0.030 






0.024 0.022 0.001 0.037 0.031 





0.013 -0.004 0.011 0.024 0.028 






0.014 -0.004 0.011 0.025 0.029 





0.018 0.000 0.014 0.030 0.030 
Sig. (2-t) 0.048 0.960 0.123 0.001 0.001 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.027 0.023 0.007 0.034 0.036 





0.027 0.023 0.005 0.035 0.037 
Sig. (2-t) 0.004 0.013 0.572 0.000 0.000 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.014 0.004 0.007 0.022 0.022 





0.024 0.026 0.009 0.037 0.021 





0.018 0.013 -0.009 0.029 0.035 












0.023 0.018 0.013 0.030 0.028 





0.024 0.020 0.011 0.030 0.031 






0.021 0.020 -0.005 0.027 0.036 






0.025 0.017 0.007 0.036 0.037 






0.025 0.015 0.007 0.037 0.038 





0.022 0.021 -0.011 0.029 0.036 
Sig. (2-t) 0.017 0.020 0.231 0.002 0.000 



















Partial Correlations Between All Y0 Student Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Ethnicity* 






0.040 0.033 0.029 0.048 0.049 





0.046 0.039 0.028 0.054 0.053 





0.056 0.056 0.025 0.066 0.059 






0.055 0.055 0.024 0.065 0.058 





0.043 0.033 0.032 0.052 0.052 






0.043 0.033 0.032 0.052 0.052 





0.040 0.029 0.030 0.049 0.048 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.000 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.031 0.027 0.013 0.037 0.037 





0.034 0.031 0.014 0.040 0.041 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.001 0.143 0.000 0.000 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.025 0.019 0.014 0.031 0.031 





0.057 0.060 0.029 0.066 0.056 





0.040 0.037 0.012 0.050 0.048 












0.029 0.025 0.018 0.035 0.034 





0.019 0.015 0.011 0.024 0.024 






0.025 0.024 0.000 0.029 0.037 






0.045 0.040 0.022 0.053 0.053 






0.051 0.045 0.026 0.060 0.059 





0.039 0.039 0.005 0.045 0.047 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.568 0.000 0.000 





















Partial Correlations Between All Y0 Student Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Poverty, Population, and Ethnicity* 






0.029 0.026 0.003 0.035 0.048 





0.018 0.008 0.002 0.026 0.032 





0.034 0.040 -0.002 0.046 0.042 






0.034 0.040 -0.002 0.046 0.043 





0.033 0.025 0.006 0.040 0.052 






0.033 0.025 0.007 0.040 0.052 





0.032 0.021 0.009 0.040 0.049 
Sig. (2-t) 0.001 0.024 0.314 0.000 0.000 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.032 0.032 0.006 0.039 0.043 





0.031 0.030 0.005 0.039 0.042 
Sig. (2-t) 0.001 0.001 0.615 0.000 0.000 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.021 0.017 0.000 0.027 0.034 





0.029 0.038 -0.001 0.038 0.031 





0.033 0.033 -0.003 0.045 0.047 












0.028 0.028 0.008 0.034 0.037 





0.033 0.035 0.008 0.036 0.042 






0.018 0.017 -0.007 0.025 0.035 






0.034 0.032 0.003 0.044 0.050 






0.035 0.032 0.003 0.046 0.052 





0.018 0.013 -0.004 0.029 0.028 
Sig. (2-t) 0.052 0.156 0.649 0.002 0.003 





















Partial Correlations Between All Y1 Student Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Poverty* 






0.026 0.036 0.027 0.009 0.029 





-0.007 -0.008 -0.007 -0.002 -0.016 





0.028 0.030 0.016 0.018 0.031 






0.006 0.021 0.018 -0.005 -0.002 





0.007 0.021 0.018 -0.005 -0.001 





-0.013 -0.017 -0.030 -0.009 0.001 






0.035 0.043 0.031 0.017 0.041 





0.033 0.041 0.030 0.015 0.039 
Sig. (2-t) 0.037 0.009 0.055 0.347 0.014 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
0.035 0.033 0.036 0.033 0.017 





0.040 0.045 0.031 0.022 0.049 





0.019 0.015 0.042 0.017 -0.001 






0.026 0.025 0.038 0.018 0.020 












0.028 0.025 0.036 0.021 0.023 





0.007 0.012 0.016 -0.002 0.009 
Sig. (2-t) 0.654 0.452 0.304 0.898 0.547 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.008 0.012 0.021 -0.001 0.010 
Sig. (2-t) 0.595 0.434 0.175 0.941 0.536 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.011 0.012 0.032 0.001 0.010 
Sig. (2-t) 0.495 0.439 0.041 0.955 0.547 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
0.010 0.023 0.018 -0.003 0.009 





0.013 0.020 -0.030 0.010 0.030 





0.022 0.022 0.041 0.016 0.008 





0.001 0.014 0.015 -0.005 -0.013 
Sig. (2-t) 0.948 0.391 0.337 0.745 0.394 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
0.024 0.024 0.024 0.020 0.017 





0.015 0.014 0.015 0.010 0.017 





0.031 0.023 0.048 0.025 0.024 





0.011 0.012 0.032 0.001 0.010 
Sig. (2-t) 0.495 0.439 0.041 0.955 0.547 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
0.013 0.012 0.033 0.003 0.015 








Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Self-standards Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.013 -0.017 0.034 -0.016 -0.023 





0.007 0.011 0.012 0.002 0.008 





0.011 0.019 0.022 0.001 0.008 





0.015 0.023 0.023 0.003 0.015 
Sig. (2-t) 0.331 0.145 0.143 0.829 0.340 
Wellbeing Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.008 0.003 -0.007 -0.015 -0.002 
Sig. (2-t) 0.629 0.827 0.661 0.330 0.880 























Partial Correlations Between All Y1 Student Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Population* 






0.006 0.019 0.015 -0.013 0.016 





0.003 -0.001 0.006 0.003 -0.005 





0.039 0.041 0.026 0.018 0.040 






0.002 0.019 0.019 -0.015 -0.003 





0.003 0.020 0.020 -0.015 -0.001 





-0.028 -0.035 -0.041 -0.017 -0.009 






0.016 0.028 0.018 -0.004 0.027 





0.014 0.026 0.017 -0.006 0.025 
Sig. (2-t) 0.386 0.104 0.282 0.683 0.119 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
0.033 0.029 0.037 0.026 0.016 





0.024 0.034 0.018 0.005 0.035 





0.035 0.036 0.049 0.031 0.008 






0.048 0.049 0.052 0.030 0.035 












0.048 0.049 0.048 0.033 0.035 





0.023 0.031 0.028 0.005 0.021 
Sig. (2-t) 0.148 0.048 0.079 0.738 0.181 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.023 0.031 0.032 0.006 0.020 
Sig. (2-t) 0.142 0.052 0.045 0.720 0.198 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.022 0.027 0.038 0.006 0.017 
Sig. (2-t) 0.163 0.091 0.015 0.695 0.293 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
0.008 0.024 0.021 -0.014 0.010 





0.000 0.009 -0.038 -0.001 0.021 





0.045 0.048 0.057 0.029 0.023 





-0.005 0.011 0.013 -0.014 -0.016 
Sig. (2-t) 0.761 0.495 0.393 0.380 0.304 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
0.042 0.047 0.034 0.032 0.028 





0.036 0.040 0.028 0.025 0.031 





0.055 0.050 0.062 0.041 0.039 





0.022 0.027 0.038 0.006 0.017 
Sig. (2-t) 0.163 0.091 0.015 0.695 0.293 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
0.037 0.040 0.050 0.017 0.032 








Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Self-standards Pearson 
Correlation 
0.020 0.019 0.053 0.009 0.000 





0.028 0.038 0.024 0.017 0.020 





0.016 0.027 0.027 -0.001 0.012 





0.019 0.030 0.027 0.000 0.018 
Sig. (2-t) 0.232 0.056 0.092 0.993 0.252 
Wellbeing Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.001 0.012 0.003 -0.017 0.006 
Sig. (2-t) 0.961 0.451 0.863 0.284 0.708 























Partial Correlations Between All Y1 Student Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Ethnicity* 






0.037 0.043 0.038 0.024 0.040 





0.029 0.027 0.039 0.026 0.017 





0.071 0.071 0.070 0.059 0.070 






0.034 0.043 0.040 0.023 0.026 





0.035 0.044 0.041 0.024 0.028 





-0.040 -0.043 -0.048 -0.035 -0.030 






0.040 0.046 0.040 0.028 0.046 





0.040 0.045 0.040 0.027 0.045 
Sig. (2-t) 0.012 0.004 0.011 0.082 0.005 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
0.070 0.069 0.072 0.066 0.057 





0.040 0.044 0.039 0.029 0.048 





0.020 0.018 0.031 0.021 0.009 






0.057 0.056 0.068 0.049 0.052 












0.052 0.050 0.061 0.045 0.048 





0.029 0.032 0.038 0.019 0.029 
Sig. (2-t) 0.066 0.044 0.016 0.219 0.067 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.028 0.030 0.038 0.018 0.027 
Sig. (2-t) 0.081 0.059 0.016 0.247 0.084 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.021 0.022 0.034 0.013 0.021 
Sig. (2-t) 0.182 0.162 0.031 0.397 0.194 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
0.046 0.054 0.047 0.032 0.043 





0.010 0.014 -0.011 0.008 0.021 





0.054 0.053 0.072 0.046 0.042 





0.014 0.022 0.025 0.008 0.003 
Sig. (2-t) 0.362 0.160 0.110 0.616 0.848 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
0.038 0.038 0.043 0.034 0.033 





0.028 0.027 0.037 0.023 0.028 





0.054 0.049 0.062 0.049 0.050 





0.021 0.022 0.034 0.013 0.021 
Sig. (2-t) 0.182 0.162 0.031 0.397 0.194 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
0.039 0.039 0.051 0.029 0.040 








Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Self-standards Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.009 -0.012 0.021 -0.013 -0.016 





0.010 0.012 0.019 0.005 0.009 





0.033 0.038 0.042 0.023 0.029 





0.036 0.041 0.044 0.025 0.035 
Sig. (2-t) 0.022 0.010 0.005 0.112 0.029 
Wellbeing Pearson 
Correlation 
0.023 0.029 0.024 0.012 0.023 
Sig. (2-t) 0.149 0.064 0.129 0.445 0.140 























Partial Correlations Between All Y1 Student Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Poverty, Population, and Ethnicity* 






0.009 0.021 0.021 -0.013 0.019 





-0.010 -0.014 0.011 -0.006 -0.020 





0.027 0.031 0.023 0.013 0.028 






-0.003 0.017 0.013 -0.016 -0.007 





-0.002 0.018 0.013 -0.016 -0.006 





-0.021 -0.031 -0.027 -0.017 -0.002 






0.020 0.031 0.027 -0.004 0.032 





0.017 0.029 0.026 -0.006 0.029 
Sig. (2-t) 0.270 0.069 0.099 0.707 0.065 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
0.028 0.025 0.032 0.025 0.010 





0.028 0.037 0.031 0.005 0.041 





0.034 0.037 0.041 0.034 0.006 






0.038 0.042 0.046 0.027 0.024 












0.040 0.042 0.046 0.030 0.026 





0.015 0.025 0.024 0.002 0.013 
Sig. (2-t) 0.350 0.108 0.123 0.891 0.414 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.016 0.026 0.028 0.003 0.014 
Sig. (2-t) 0.302 0.099 0.077 0.826 0.391 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.019 0.025 0.034 0.006 0.014 
Sig. (2-t) 0.234 0.108 0.029 0.682 0.377 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
0.001 0.021 0.008 -0.014 0.005 





0.001 0.008 -0.025 -0.005 0.022 





0.033 0.040 0.055 0.025 0.010 





-0.007 0.010 0.016 -0.015 -0.019 
Sig. (2-t) 0.663 0.535 0.300 0.345 0.220 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
0.036 0.042 0.036 0.029 0.020 





0.029 0.033 0.033 0.020 0.021 





0.048 0.046 0.048 0.042 0.033 





0.019 0.025 0.034 0.006 0.014 
Sig. (2-t) 0.234 0.108 0.029 0.682 0.377 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
0.028 0.034 0.037 0.016 0.024 








Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Self-standards Pearson 
Correlation 
0.013 0.015 0.047 0.009 -0.008 





0.023 0.033 0.029 0.014 0.014 





0.010 0.023 0.026 -0.003 0.007 





0.014 0.027 0.028 -0.002 0.013 
Sig. (2-t) 0.381 0.092 0.076 0.887 0.416 
Wellbeing Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.010 0.006 -0.006 -0.020 -0.003 
Sig. (2-t) 0.534 0.719 0.693 0.200 0.860 























Partial Correlations Between All Y2 Student Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Poverty* 






0.057 0.064 0.038 0.044 0.051 





-0.153 -0.163 -0.073 -0.151 -0.125 





0.026 0.028 0.007 0.013 0.045 






0.039 0.047 0.028 0.027 0.026 





0.034 0.042 0.023 0.024 0.025 






-0.065 -0.067 -0.021 -0.075 -0.047 





-0.013 -0.011 0.005 -0.025 -0.005 
Sig. (2-t) 0.207 0.278 0.648 0.016 0.637 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
0.031 0.034 0.016 0.024 0.023 





-0.138 -0.145 -0.057 -0.143 -0.106 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Future Mindset Pearson 
Correlation 
0.006 0.016 -0.001 -0.004 0.004 






0.030 0.034 0.019 0.015 0.033 






0.030 0.034 0.019 0.016 0.033 












0.049 0.008 0.038 0.066 0.032 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.452 0.000 0.000 0.002 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.061 0.020 0.050 0.077 0.042 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.049 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.039 0.040 0.023 0.032 0.032 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.025 0.002 0.002 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
0.023 0.030 0.011 0.017 0.019 





0.045 0.044 0.036 0.032 0.041 





0.046 0.054 0.038 0.030 0.028 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.003 0.007 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
0.022 0.028 0.015 0.008 0.026 
Sig. (2-t) 0.036 0.007 0.141 0.428 0.011 
Responsibility Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.097 -0.108 -0.109 -0.091 -0.075 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Self-control Pearson 
Correlation 
0.097 0.063 0.090 0.108 0.071 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
0.010 0.015 0.015 -0.002 0.018 





0.009 0.016 0.003 0.001 0.008 






-0.119 -0.131 -0.104 -0.116 -0.096 





-0.003 -0.023 0.008 -0.001 -0.005 














-0.032 -0.050 -0.011 -0.031 -0.028 





0.113 0.064 0.106 0.132 0.079 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 




























Partial Correlations Between All Y2 Student Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Population* 






-0.021 -0.018 -0.017 -0.023 -0.003 





-0.068 -0.104 -0.006 -0.089 -0.051 





0.010 0.003 0.004 -0.005 0.038 






-0.004 0.000 0.002 -0.012 0.003 





-0.005 -0.001 0.000 -0.011 0.003 






-0.061 -0.079 -0.014 -0.077 -0.035 





-0.045 -0.055 -0.016 -0.056 -0.022 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.128 0.000 0.030 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.001 -0.003 -0.002 -0.005 0.006 





-0.077 -0.108 -0.009 -0.101 -0.052 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.363 0.000 0.000 
Future Mindset Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.002 0.008 -0.005 -0.013 0.000 






-0.002 -0.003 0.001 -0.014 0.015 






-0.002 -0.003 0.002 -0.014 0.016 












0.156 0.134 0.105 0.163 0.096 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.138 0.116 0.096 0.150 0.085 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.005 -0.006 -0.008 -0.006 0.002 
Sig. (2-t) 0.600 0.561 0.460 0.567 0.849 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.006 -0.004 -0.004 -0.010 0.005 





0.009 0.006 0.012 0.000 0.017 





-0.001 0.004 0.007 -0.011 0.000 
Sig. (2-t) 0.888 0.714 0.516 0.265 0.998 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.011 -0.009 -0.004 -0.021 0.007 
Sig. (2-t) 0.304 0.376 0.675 0.036 0.511 
Responsibility Pearson 
Correlation 
0.196 0.202 0.105 0.155 0.129 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Self-control Pearson 
Correlation 
0.063 0.038 0.055 0.087 0.037 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.017 -0.019 -0.001 -0.028 0.003 





0.001 0.006 0.000 -0.007 0.004 






0.142 0.138 0.088 0.101 0.089 





0.054 0.035 0.048 0.047 0.035 














0.051 0.031 0.048 0.037 0.032 





0.097 0.066 0.080 0.131 0.053 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 





























Partial Correlations Between All Y2 Student Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Ethnicity* 






0.047 0.054 0.036 0.042 0.045 





-0.076 -0.087 -0.029 -0.096 -0.073 





0.068 0.070 0.055 0.055 0.078 






0.055 0.061 0.048 0.047 0.047 





0.053 0.059 0.045 0.045 0.046 






-0.030 -0.033 -0.003 -0.047 -0.025 





0.003 0.005 0.015 -0.009 0.005 
Sig. (2-t) 0.755 0.632 0.152 0.364 0.605 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
0.049 0.050 0.038 0.044 0.044 





-0.077 -0.086 -0.029 -0.100 -0.069 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.004 0.000 0.000 
Future Mindset Pearson 
Correlation 
0.014 0.019 0.008 0.007 0.013 






0.052 0.055 0.044 0.041 0.054 






0.052 0.055 0.045 0.042 0.054 












0.052 0.037 0.053 0.058 0.033 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.054 0.039 0.056 0.061 0.034 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.032 0.033 0.022 0.031 0.031 
Sig. (2-t) 0.002 0.001 0.028 0.002 0.003 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
0.045 0.051 0.038 0.038 0.040 





0.049 0.048 0.044 0.043 0.048 





0.054 0.058 0.048 0.047 0.045 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
0.035 0.039 0.030 0.025 0.038 
Sig. (2-t) 0.001 0.000 0.003 0.014 0.000 
Responsibility Pearson 
Correlation 
0.013 0.005 0.000 -0.007 0.009 
Sig. (2-t) 0.196 0.623 0.970 0.476 0.361 
Self-control Pearson 
Correlation 
0.055 0.044 0.060 0.067 0.037 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
0.031 0.035 0.034 0.021 0.035 





0.018 0.022 0.014 0.013 0.018 






-0.012 -0.023 -0.008 -0.034 -0.014 





0.025 0.017 0.035 0.018 0.016 














0.012 0.003 0.026 0.000 0.004 





0.054 0.037 0.062 0.073 0.030 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.003 




























Partial Correlations Between All Y2 Student Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Poverty, Population, and Ethnicity* 






0.008 0.009 0.012 -0.006 0.027 





-0.129 -0.150 -0.035 -0.135 -0.104 





-0.003 -0.006 -0.007 -0.018 0.032 






0.000 0.004 0.006 -0.010 0.007 





-0.001 0.004 0.005 -0.011 0.007 






-0.079 -0.090 -0.011 -0.093 -0.047 





-0.043 -0.050 -0.001 -0.058 -0.016 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.909 0.000 0.127 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.001 -0.004 -0.002 -0.006 0.008 





-0.125 -0.143 -0.026 -0.137 -0.089 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.013 0.000 0.000 
Future Mindset Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.007 0.004 -0.012 -0.016 -0.002 






-0.004 -0.005 0.001 -0.018 0.018 






-0.004 -0.005 0.001 -0.017 0.018 












0.167 0.150 0.111 0.146 0.074 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.160 0.140 0.114 0.141 0.075 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.009 0.004 0.003 0.005 0.017 
Sig. (2-t) 0.378 0.691 0.747 0.641 0.096 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.004 0.002 0.001 -0.013 0.007 





0.017 0.010 0.017 0.005 0.026 





0.003 0.005 0.010 -0.006 0.006 
Sig. (2-t) 0.763 0.617 0.327 0.526 0.530 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.009 -0.006 0.000 -0.022 0.013 
Sig. (2-t) 0.399 0.527 0.964 0.035 0.219 
Responsibility Pearson 
Correlation 
0.089 0.125 -0.009 0.060 0.007 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.402 0.000 0.517 
Self-control Pearson 
Correlation 
0.121 0.089 0.112 0.111 0.072 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.019 -0.019 0.003 -0.031 0.005 





-0.004 0.002 -0.006 -0.010 0.002 






0.036 0.058 -0.016 0.011 -0.025 





0.045 0.033 0.046 0.026 0.014 














0.025 0.015 0.033 0.006 -0.003 





0.170 0.129 0.148 0.159 0.091 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 




























Partial Correlations Between All Y0 Teacher Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Poverty* 






0.063 0.068 0.020 0.064 0.077 





0.095 0.094 0.087 0.088 0.086 





0.077 0.075 0.053 0.085 0.075 






0.078 0.075 0.054 0.086 0.076 





0.073 0.074 0.035 0.069 0.090 






0.074 0.072 0.041 0.070 0.090 





0.075 0.066 0.058 0.064 0.091 
Sig. (2-t) 0.091 0.139 0.194 0.147 0.040 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.093 0.068 0.106 0.078 0.091 





0.092 0.068 0.107 0.075 0.087 
Sig. (2-t) 0.039 0.123 0.016 0.088 0.048 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.061 0.045 0.060 0.043 0.074 





0.077 0.070 0.065 0.083 0.069 





0.062 0.066 0.028 0.072 0.068 












0.073 0.056 0.096 0.055 0.063 





0.091 0.064 0.098 0.078 0.095 






0.051 0.027 0.069 0.032 0.065 






0.090 0.074 0.087 0.079 0.093 






0.089 0.077 0.079 0.079 0.093 





0.088 0.067 0.098 0.074 0.081 
Sig. (2-t) 0.048 0.128 0.026 0.093 0.066 





















Partial Correlations Between All Y0 Teacher Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Population* 






0.057 0.062 0.012 0.058 0.072 





0.124 0.134 0.082 0.116 0.117 





0.060 0.054 0.044 0.069 0.058 






0.059 0.051 0.044 0.068 0.055 





0.056 0.052 0.025 0.052 0.074 






0.060 0.055 0.032 0.055 0.077 





0.054 0.037 0.049 0.042 0.070 
Sig. (2-t) 0.225 0.402 0.269 0.338 0.113 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.136 0.131 0.095 0.120 0.137 





0.137 0.135 0.096 0.120 0.136 
Sig. (2-t) 0.002 0.002 0.030 0.006 0.002 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.088 0.088 0.048 0.069 0.104 





0.092 0.091 0.061 0.098 0.086 





0.004 -0.011 0.014 0.015 0.005 












0.106 0.104 0.089 0.087 0.098 





0.123 0.110 0.089 0.109 0.130 






0.063 0.047 0.060 0.044 0.080 






0.111 0.107 0.076 0.100 0.117 






0.101 0.098 0.068 0.092 0.107 





0.151 0.163 0.083 0.138 0.148 
Sig. (2-t) 0.001 0.000 0.062 0.002 0.001 






















Partial Correlations Between All Y0 Teacher Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Ethnicity* 






0.077 0.080 0.028 0.079 0.086 





0.136 0.143 0.068 0.125 0.152 





0.087 0.085 0.046 0.092 0.095 






0.087 0.084 0.047 0.092 0.095 





0.081 0.079 0.041 0.078 0.094 






0.083 0.080 0.046 0.080 0.097 





0.077 0.066 0.059 0.067 0.093 
Sig. (2-t) 0.083 0.135 0.184 0.128 0.036 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.167 0.164 0.103 0.152 0.180 





0.170 0.170 0.102 0.154 0.183 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.021 0.000 0.000 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.128 0.131 0.063 0.112 0.147 





0.103 0.101 0.055 0.104 0.110 





0.049 0.045 0.027 0.057 0.055 












0.128 0.127 0.087 0.110 0.136 





0.146 0.135 0.098 0.134 0.158 






0.095 0.086 0.070 0.078 0.114 






0.145 0.143 0.083 0.134 0.160 






0.135 0.135 0.075 0.125 0.151 





0.201 0.212 0.093 0.187 0.215 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.036 0.000 0.000 





















Partial Correlations Between All Y0 Teacher Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Poverty, Population, and Ethnicity* 






0.055 0.061 0.018 0.058 0.068 





0.084 0.091 0.048 0.069 0.105 





0.049 0.046 0.021 0.055 0.062 






0.048 0.044 0.021 0.054 0.061 





0.057 0.056 0.026 0.053 0.076 






0.059 0.056 0.031 0.054 0.078 





0.054 0.041 0.041 0.041 0.077 
Sig. (2-t) 0.226 0.360 0.351 0.362 0.083 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.090 0.066 0.091 0.069 0.103 





0.088 0.065 0.089 0.065 0.100 
Sig. (2-t) 0.048 0.140 0.045 0.142 0.024 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.052 0.034 0.049 0.029 0.073 





0.068 0.065 0.040 0.071 0.078 





0.013 0.008 -0.007 0.022 0.026 












0.066 0.052 0.074 0.041 0.075 





0.091 0.063 0.091 0.075 0.105 






0.039 0.010 0.058 0.015 0.062 






0.076 0.060 0.065 0.061 0.095 






0.071 0.060 0.054 0.057 0.091 





0.083 0.065 0.077 0.063 0.094 
Sig. (2-t) 0.062 0.146 0.082 0.154 0.033 





















Partial Correlations Between All Y1 Teacher Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Poverty* 






-0.050 -0.061 0.084 -0.071 -0.021 





-0.049 -0.023 0.003 -0.078 -0.008 





-0.037 -0.032 0.050 -0.054 -0.043 






-0.072 -0.088 0.042 -0.081 -0.033 





-0.072 -0.085 0.037 -0.081 -0.035 





0.035 0.052 -0.025 0.030 0.040 






-0.026 -0.037 0.081 -0.049 0.009 





-0.033 -0.044 0.083 -0.055 0.001 
Sig. (2-t) 0.639 0.526 0.232 0.424 0.989 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.044 -0.026 0.012 -0.045 -0.040 





0.001 -0.010 0.069 -0.022 0.038 





-0.083 -0.074 0.013 -0.097 -0.068 






-0.052 -0.048 0.033 -0.058 -0.039 












-0.054 -0.051 0.025 -0.067 -0.024 





-0.061 -0.038 -0.006 -0.095 -0.003 
Sig. (2-t) 0.380 0.586 0.933 0.171 0.964 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.077 -0.059 -0.005 -0.106 -0.024 
Sig. (2-t) 0.264 0.396 0.948 0.124 0.730 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.008 0.023 0.027 -0.053 0.026 
Sig. (2-t) 0.909 0.745 0.693 0.440 0.707 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.071 -0.070 0.015 -0.082 -0.041 





0.105 0.116 -0.039 0.038 0.224 





-0.043 -0.037 0.042 -0.036 -0.047 





-0.063 -0.099 0.068 -0.067 -0.019 
Sig. (2-t) 0.362 0.153 0.325 0.330 0.789 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.042 -0.038 0.022 -0.053 -0.024 





-0.040 -0.021 0.017 -0.071 -0.003 





-0.108 -0.129 0.006 -0.100 -0.058 





-0.099 -0.083 -0.015 -0.124 -0.043 
Sig. (2-t) 0.153 0.228 0.832 0.073 0.531 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.040 -0.048 0.050 -0.026 -0.043 








Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Self-standards Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.092 -0.077 0.020 -0.099 -0.093 





-0.013 -0.010 0.019 -0.050 0.051 





-0.056 -0.045 0.022 -0.087 -0.005 





-0.049 -0.041 0.031 -0.080 0.001 
Sig. (2-t) 0.476 0.554 0.655 0.247 0.983 
Wellbeing Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.020 0.009 -0.020 -0.058 0.046 
Sig. (2-t) 0.768 0.896 0.770 0.404 0.505 























Partial Correlations Between All Y1 Teacher Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Population* 






-0.025 -0.046 0.089 -0.052 -0.005 





-0.056 -0.048 0.004 -0.092 -0.007 





-0.009 -0.011 0.063 -0.032 -0.022 






0.000 -0.031 0.086 -0.020 0.014 





-0.006 -0.034 0.079 -0.026 0.009 





-0.089 -0.061 -0.114 -0.078 -0.044 






-0.028 -0.044 0.065 -0.052 0.004 





-0.027 -0.045 0.072 -0.053 0.002 
Sig. (2-t) 0.694 0.518 0.298 0.447 0.982 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.035 -0.036 0.024 -0.044 -0.026 





-0.028 -0.037 0.035 -0.047 0.013 





-0.043 -0.056 0.043 -0.069 -0.035 






-0.035 -0.046 0.042 -0.048 -0.024 












-0.029 -0.038 0.039 -0.050 -0.008 





-0.038 -0.035 0.017 -0.083 0.016 
Sig. (2-t) 0.580 0.612 0.801 0.228 0.816 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.040 -0.043 0.027 -0.082 0.005 
Sig. (2-t) 0.563 0.537 0.695 0.238 0.944 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.010 0.040 0.041 -0.042 0.039 
Sig. (2-t) 0.882 0.566 0.551 0.545 0.577 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.029 -0.045 0.045 -0.050 -0.010 





-0.037 0.014 -0.146 -0.080 0.104 





-0.030 -0.034 0.046 -0.027 -0.034 





0.035 -0.010 0.123 0.019 0.040 
Sig. (2-t) 0.618 0.882 0.074 0.785 0.566 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.006 -0.017 0.049 -0.026 0.004 





-0.034 -0.033 0.027 -0.073 0.007 





-0.051 -0.078 0.030 -0.050 -0.030 





-0.044 -0.051 0.028 -0.084 -0.004 
Sig. (2-t) 0.524 0.460 0.685 0.226 0.954 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.062 -0.086 0.027 -0.049 -0.053 








Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Self-standards Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.047 -0.062 0.057 -0.068 -0.051 





-0.009 -0.011 0.021 -0.050 0.050 





-0.028 -0.031 0.042 -0.068 0.015 





-0.025 -0.031 0.046 -0.065 0.018 
Sig. (2-t) 0.713 0.658 0.504 0.350 0.794 
Wellbeing Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.025 -0.007 -0.012 -0.069 0.046 
Sig. (2-t) 0.721 0.919 0.858 0.320 0.510 
























Partial Correlations Between All Y1 Teacher Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Ethnicity* 






-0.032 -0.044 0.056 -0.049 -0.015 





0.018 0.031 0.077 -0.016 0.022 





-0.009 -0.010 0.048 -0.024 -0.020 






-0.018 -0.037 0.060 -0.032 -0.004 





-0.016 -0.033 0.060 -0.031 -0.004 





-0.057 -0.035 -0.092 -0.052 -0.037 






-0.033 -0.042 0.046 -0.051 -0.010 





-0.034 -0.043 0.049 -0.051 -0.012 
Sig. (2-t) 0.628 0.538 0.480 0.461 0.867 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
0.025 0.030 0.071 0.015 0.009 





-0.031 -0.035 0.031 -0.047 -0.004 





-0.010 -0.013 0.053 -0.029 -0.017 






-0.008 -0.011 0.059 -0.021 -0.014 












-0.018 -0.020 0.047 -0.035 -0.011 





0.021 0.029 0.070 -0.015 0.039 
Sig. (2-t) 0.761 0.677 0.309 0.825 0.568 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.005 0.009 0.063 -0.027 0.021 
Sig. (2-t) 0.938 0.897 0.365 0.692 0.762 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.033 0.051 0.061 -0.004 0.049 
Sig. (2-t) 0.638 0.465 0.377 0.957 0.483 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.007 -0.014 0.057 -0.025 -0.004 





-0.066 -0.036 -0.134 -0.099 0.047 





-0.008 -0.008 0.066 -0.013 -0.028 





-0.028 -0.060 0.054 -0.035 -0.002 
Sig. (2-t) 0.681 0.387 0.434 0.609 0.974 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
0.024 0.019 0.072 0.007 0.020 





0.032 0.038 0.079 0.001 0.040 





-0.119 -0.136 -0.028 -0.121 -0.095 





-0.015 -0.015 0.046 -0.046 0.001 
Sig. (2-t) 0.825 0.825 0.507 0.508 0.984 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.026 -0.034 0.048 -0.022 -0.039 








Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Self-standards Pearson 
Correlation 
0.013 0.010 0.087 -0.004 -0.012 





0.011 0.011 0.045 -0.021 0.048 





0.003 0.005 0.066 -0.028 0.023 





0.002 0.003 0.067 -0.028 0.023 
Sig. (2-t) 0.973 0.971 0.331 0.686 0.739 
Wellbeing Pearson 
Correlation 
0.045 0.062 0.067 0.007 0.072 
Sig. (2-t) 0.513 0.372 0.332 0.918 0.297 























Partial Correlations Between All Y1 Teacher Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Poverty, Population, and Ethnicity* 






-0.046 -0.062 0.097 -0.068 -0.014 





-0.066 -0.048 0.059 -0.116 -0.022 





-0.033 -0.027 0.060 -0.052 -0.039 






-0.046 -0.066 0.072 -0.058 -0.018 





-0.050 -0.067 0.068 -0.063 -0.022 





-0.012 -0.002 -0.047 -0.018 0.019 






-0.022 -0.040 0.107 -0.052 0.011 





-0.029 -0.046 0.106 -0.057 0.004 
Sig. (2-t) 0.680 0.506 0.128 0.411 0.950 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.063 -0.052 0.033 -0.069 -0.050 





0.004 -0.014 0.107 -0.031 0.035 





-0.091 -0.088 0.024 -0.107 -0.067 






-0.054 -0.057 0.066 -0.067 -0.041 












-0.046 -0.047 0.064 -0.069 -0.023 





-0.072 -0.053 0.030 -0.121 -0.009 
Sig. (2-t) 0.300 0.443 0.666 0.081 0.898 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.082 -0.068 0.028 -0.123 -0.025 
Sig. (2-t) 0.237 0.331 0.684 0.076 0.719 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.009 0.031 0.043 -0.067 0.025 
Sig. (2-t) 0.899 0.657 0.539 0.338 0.717 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.066 -0.070 0.048 -0.084 -0.038 





0.102 0.118 -0.013 0.007 0.214 





-0.037 -0.036 0.092 -0.039 -0.050 





-0.016 -0.052 0.092 -0.019 0.008 
Sig. (2-t) 0.818 0.453 0.184 0.788 0.912 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.041 -0.041 0.046 -0.058 -0.024 





-0.061 -0.049 0.039 -0.103 -0.013 





-0.057 -0.081 0.073 -0.057 -0.037 





-0.095 -0.083 0.017 -0.130 -0.039 
Sig. (2-t) 0.172 0.235 0.809 0.061 0.578 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.055 -0.080 0.083 -0.045 -0.052 








Construct Correlation Composite English Math Reading Science 
Self-standards Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.111 -0.103 0.033 -0.118 -0.096 





-0.010 -0.010 0.052 -0.063 0.050 





-0.056 -0.048 0.057 -0.099 -0.005 





-0.048 -0.044 0.068 -0.092 0.001 
Sig. (2-t) 0.487 0.527 0.331 0.186 0.985 
Wellbeing Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.034 -0.007 0.026 -0.093 0.034 
Sig. (2-t) 0.625 0.921 0.712 0.179 0.620 























Partial Correlations Between All Y2 Teacher Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Poverty* 






0.051 0.050 0.089 0.018 0.050 





-0.011 -0.023 0.042 -0.042 0.027 





0.009 0.011 0.057 -0.019 0.016 






0.065 0.072 0.090 0.031 0.046 





0.064 0.071 0.090 0.031 0.048 






0.034 0.030 0.071 -0.002 0.055 





0.039 0.036 0.076 0.003 0.054 
Sig. (2-t) 0.283 0.323 0.035 0.931 0.135 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
0.004 0.008 0.028 -0.014 0.005 





0.015 0.009 0.047 -0.020 0.054 
Sig. (2-t) 0.675 0.808 0.195 0.577 0.137 
Future Mindset Pearson 
Correlation 
0.018 0.035 0.023 0.003 -0.003 






0.029 0.023 0.074 0.003 0.025 






0.028 0.023 0.071 0.004 0.022 












0.034 0.034 0.061 0.005 0.037 
Sig. (2-t) 0.345 0.350 0.094 0.891 0.305 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.028 0.030 0.057 -0.002 0.031 
Sig. (2-t) 0.447 0.407 0.119 0.956 0.397 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.036 0.040 0.064 0.000 0.037 
Sig. (2-t) 0.315 0.266 0.078 0.994 0.305 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
0.052 0.054 0.081 0.020 0.051 





0.015 -0.014 0.077 -0.004 0.018 





0.067 0.078 0.084 0.039 0.032 
Sig. (2-t) 0.065 0.030 0.020 0.286 0.371 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
0.038 0.024 0.083 0.011 0.031 
Sig. (2-t) 0.301 0.511 0.021 0.769 0.388 
Responsibility Pearson 
Correlation 
0.027 0.035 0.044 -0.001 0.032 
Sig. (2-t) 0.448 0.329 0.221 0.981 0.373 
Self-concept Pearson 
Correlation 
0.016 -0.004 0.070 0.005 0.018 
Sig. (2-t) 0.662 0.916 0.053 0.895 0.628 
Self-control Pearson 
Correlation 
0.017 0.020 0.053 -0.012 0.019 
Sig. (2-t) 0.643 0.572 0.141 0.741 0.595 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
0.040 0.037 0.075 0.013 0.032 





0.057 0.058 0.074 0.035 0.039 





-0.001 -0.001 0.026 -0.035 0.023 













0.034 0.035 0.070 -0.002 0.042 





0.046 0.047 0.078 0.011 0.048 
Sig. (2-t) 0.205 0.198 0.032 0.765 0.182 
Wellbeing Pearson 
Correlation 
0.051 0.039 0.071 0.027 0.052 
Sig. (2-t) 0.158 0.285 0.050 0.463 0.150 


























Partial Correlations Between All Y2 Teacher Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Population* 






-0.005 -0.013 0.055 -0.041 0.016 





0.015 -0.015 0.067 -0.040 0.059 





-0.007 -0.022 0.056 -0.052 0.022 






0.005 -0.001 0.060 -0.038 0.020 





0.004 -0.004 0.060 -0.039 0.020 






-0.006 -0.015 0.046 -0.045 0.028 





-0.006 -0.015 0.049 -0.045 0.026 
Sig. (2-t) 0.874 0.677 0.178 0.218 0.481 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.037 -0.044 0.007 -0.061 -0.014 





-0.006 -0.016 0.033 -0.045 0.037 
Sig. (2-t) 0.868 0.660 0.367 0.212 0.309 
Future Mindset Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.005 0.006 0.015 -0.029 -0.007 






-0.005 -0.026 0.058 -0.041 0.013 






-0.003 -0.022 0.056 -0.037 0.012 












0.020 0.009 0.058 -0.022 0.038 
Sig. (2-t) 0.587 0.809 0.112 0.541 0.297 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.015 0.007 0.055 -0.028 0.033 
Sig. (2-t) 0.682 0.846 0.131 0.443 0.364 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.027 0.026 0.060 -0.020 0.036 
Sig. (2-t) 0.462 0.465 0.097 0.583 0.321 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.017 -0.031 0.045 -0.058 0.016 





0.026 -0.015 0.086 -0.003 0.033 





0.028 0.031 0.067 -0.009 0.020 
Sig. (2-t) 0.435 0.390 0.066 0.796 0.586 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
0.003 -0.022 0.064 -0.030 0.015 
Sig. (2-t) 0.928 0.544 0.075 0.409 0.670 
Responsibility Pearson 
Correlation 
0.008 0.009 0.037 -0.030 0.027 
Sig. (2-t) 0.816 0.799 0.303 0.411 0.449 
Self-concept Pearson 
Correlation 
0.029 0.001 0.080 0.009 0.032 
Sig. (2-t) 0.428 0.977 0.028 0.796 0.384 
Self-control Pearson 
Correlation 
0.010 0.003 0.056 -0.033 0.027 
Sig. (2-t) 0.778 0.933 0.124 0.361 0.462 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.008 -0.023 0.049 -0.041 0.008 





-0.025 -0.037 0.028 -0.048 -0.006 





0.007 0.003 0.033 -0.038 0.032 













0.012 0.001 0.062 -0.038 0.037 





0.009 -0.001 0.059 -0.036 0.033 
Sig. (2-t) 0.805 0.975 0.101 0.322 0.368 
Wellbeing Pearson 
Correlation 
0.036 0.012 0.067 0.001 0.051 
Sig. (2-t) 0.320 0.737 0.065 0.979 0.160 


























Partial Correlations Between All Y2 Teacher Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Ethnicity* 






0.084 0.083 0.109 0.060 0.084 





0.104 0.091 0.134 0.065 0.120 





0.120 0.117 0.142 0.087 0.118 






0.159 0.161 0.173 0.126 0.141 





0.159 0.161 0.173 0.126 0.143 






0.054 0.051 0.078 0.028 0.069 





0.062 0.059 0.087 0.036 0.073 
Sig. (2-t) 0.087 0.101 0.017 0.316 0.042 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
0.056 0.057 0.072 0.036 0.052 





0.019 0.015 0.041 -0.006 0.047 
Sig. (2-t) 0.600 0.688 0.262 0.877 0.197 
Future Mindset Pearson 
Correlation 
0.085 0.095 0.086 0.066 0.066 






0.105 0.098 0.133 0.077 0.097 






0.104 0.098 0.131 0.077 0.095 












0.117 0.115 0.133 0.086 0.114 
Sig. (2-t) 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.017 0.002 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.110 0.110 0.128 0.079 0.107 
Sig. (2-t) 0.002 0.002 0.000 0.029 0.003 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.079 0.080 0.090 0.051 0.081 
Sig. (2-t) 0.029 0.027 0.013 0.155 0.026 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
0.142 0.141 0.162 0.108 0.134 





0.074 0.053 0.119 0.053 0.072 





0.151 0.156 0.154 0.125 0.125 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
0.090 0.079 0.121 0.066 0.083 
Sig. (2-t) 0.013 0.029 0.001 0.069 0.021 
Responsibility Pearson 
Correlation 
0.092 0.095 0.101 0.064 0.091 
Sig. (2-t) 0.011 0.009 0.005 0.079 0.012 
Self-concept Pearson 
Correlation 
0.065 0.051 0.107 0.050 0.062 
Sig. (2-t) 0.072 0.161 0.003 0.167 0.089 
Self-control Pearson 
Correlation 
0.103 0.103 0.126 0.071 0.099 
Sig. (2-t) 0.004 0.004 0.000 0.049 0.006 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
0.098 0.094 0.120 0.073 0.090 





0.121 0.121 0.133 0.100 0.106 





0.035 0.033 0.051 0.005 0.049 













0.115 0.113 0.135 0.080 0.115 





0.119 0.117 0.138 0.086 0.117 
Sig. (2-t) 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.017 0.001 
Wellbeing Pearson 
Correlation 
0.131 0.121 0.144 0.105 0.127 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.004 0.000 


























Partial Correlations Between All Y2 Teacher Survey Results and ACT scores, Controlling 
for Poverty, Population, and Ethnicity* 






-0.015 -0.025 0.053 -0.048 0.015 





-0.036 -0.061 0.045 -0.076 0.020 





-0.061 -0.069 0.027 -0.086 -0.017 






-0.021 -0.024 0.052 -0.057 0.000 





-0.021 -0.025 0.053 -0.058 0.001 






-0.013 -0.025 0.046 -0.051 0.032 





-0.014 -0.025 0.048 -0.051 0.028 
Sig. (2-t) 0.708 0.490 0.183 0.162 0.441 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.047 -0.051 0.013 -0.067 -0.019 





-0.009 -0.022 0.034 -0.049 0.045 
Sig. (2-t) 0.797 0.548 0.350 0.176 0.219 
Future Mindset Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.025 -0.006 0.008 -0.042 -0.026 






-0.028 -0.048 0.055 -0.058 -0.004 






-0.025 -0.042 0.054 -0.053 -0.005 












-0.006 -0.013 0.050 -0.043 0.016 
Sig. (2-t) 0.869 0.715 0.172 0.238 0.656 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.012 -0.015 0.047 -0.049 0.011 
Sig. (2-t) 0.749 0.682 0.199 0.179 0.768 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.008 -0.006 0.030 -0.042 0.014 
Sig. (2-t) 0.836 0.870 0.410 0.244 0.703 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.028 -0.040 0.056 -0.069 0.010 





0.007 -0.038 0.088 -0.020 0.014 





-0.009 -0.002 0.039 -0.034 -0.011 
Sig. (2-t) 0.797 0.958 0.283 0.348 0.757 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.012 -0.040 0.064 -0.042 0.005 
Sig. (2-t) 0.734 0.271 0.078 0.250 0.897 
Responsibility Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.010 -0.005 0.031 -0.045 0.013 
Sig. (2-t) 0.774 0.887 0.387 0.213 0.720 
Self-concept Pearson 
Correlation 
0.017 -0.012 0.088 -0.002 0.017 
Sig. (2-t) 0.630 0.748 0.015 0.947 0.632 
Self-control Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.019 -0.021 0.047 -0.056 0.001 
Sig. (2-t) 0.594 0.565 0.195 0.124 0.968 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
-0.022 -0.037 0.049 -0.051 0.000 





-0.030 -0.042 0.037 -0.052 -0.007 





-0.011 -0.013 0.025 -0.053 0.021 













-0.018 -0.025 0.049 -0.060 0.015 





-0.013 -0.021 0.053 -0.053 0.018 
Sig. (2-t) 0.720 0.563 0.143 0.144 0.626 
Wellbeing Pearson 
Correlation 
0.013 -0.011 0.059 -0.018 0.031 
Sig. (2-t) 0.718 0.771 0.103 0.612 0.398 


























Year 0-2 Student/Teacher Survey Complete Construct/Sub-construct Correlations 






0.156 -0.039 0.401 





0.085 0.679** 0.071 





-- -0.468* 0.362 






-0.007 0.173 0.558** 





0.014 0.182 0.571** 





-- -0.526* -- 






0.156 -0.080 0.138 





0.161 -0.068 0.254 
Sig. (2-t) 0.473 0.777 0.243 
Empathy Pearson 
Correlation 
-- -0.168 0.201 





0.123 -0.138 -0.025 
Sig. (2-t) 0.584 0.563 0.911 
Future Mindset Pearson 
Correlation 
-- 0.283 0.507* 






-- -0.296 0.334 













-- -0.170 0.324 





0.167 0.392 0.231 
Sig. (2-t) 0.459 0.087 0.288 
Independence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.147 0.414 0.231 
Sig. (2-t) 0.513 0.069 0.288 
Interdependence Pearson 
Correlation 
0.244 0.331 0.276 
Sig. (2-t) 0.274 0.154 0.202 
Learning Efforts Pearson 
Correlation 
0.193 0.320 0.575** 
Sig. (2-t) 0.389 0.157 0.004 
Perseverance of 
Efforts   
Pearson 
Correlation 
-- 0.420 -- 





-- 0.333 0.257 





0.016 -0.328 0.302 
Sig. (2-t) 0.944 0.147 0.161 
Resilience Pearson 
Correlation 
-- -0.421 0.383 
Sig. (2-t) -- 0.072 0.071 
Responsibility Pearson 
Correlation 
0.063 0.260 0.053 
Sig. (2-t) 0.780 0.268 0.810 
Self-concept Pearson 
Correlation 
-- -0.381 -- 
Sig. (2-t) -- 0.108 -- 
Self-control Pearson 
Correlation 
0.097 0.287 0.260 
Sig. (2-t) 0.667 0.219 0.230 
Self-regulation Pearson 
Correlation 
-- -0.242 0.356 













-- -0.020 0.427* 





0.209 0.279 0.212 





0.222 0.376 0.290 





0.224 0.352 0.253 
Sig. (2-t) 0.315 0.118 0.243 
Wellbeing Pearson 
Correlation 
0.376 0.324 0.210 
Sig. (2-t) 0.085 0.163 0.337 
Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level. ** indicates significance at 0.01. 























Y0 v. Y1/Y0 v. Y2 Complete Student Survey T-tests (Categorized by FOPI) 











T-value -0.232 -7.135 -1.227 -1.893 
Sig. (2-t) 0.824 0.000 0.251 0.088 
Behavioral 
Engagement 
T-value -2.617 -1.000 0.348 -0.755 




T-value -11.943 -26.320 -4.768 -21.633 
Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 
Cognitive 
Engagement 
T-value -11.569 -20.364 -5.155 -16.506 




T-value 1.042 -1.572 -0.542 -1.348 
Sig. (2-t) 0.338 0.160 0.601 0.207 
Emotional 
Engagement 
T-value 0.896 -2.024 -0.610 -1.335 
Sig. (2-t) 0.405 0.083 0.557 0.211 
Feelings of 
Belonging 
T-value 2.521 -1.166 0.343 -0.736 
Sig. (2-t) 0.045 0.282 0.739 0.478 
Independence 
(Even Weight) 
T-value -5.010 -2.765 -1.791 -9.840 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.002 0.028 0.107 0.000 
Independence T-value -4.936 -2.664 -2.771 -8.504 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.003 0.032 0.022 0.000 
Interdependence T-value 2.976 -8.590 1.825 -5.695 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.025 0.000 0.101 0.000 
Learning Efforts T-value -8.062 -10.666 -2.573 -7.085 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.028 0.000 
Purpose of 
Learning 
T-value -14.056 -41.248 -10.212 -17.054 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Responsibility T-value -12.871 -1.601 -4.458 -8.416 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.000 0.153 0.002 0.000 
Self-control T-value -3.996 -1.654 -4.679 -4.433 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.007 0.142 0.001 0.001 
Social 
Engagement 
T-value -5.583 -2.325 -6.308 -9.640 
















T-value -2.516 -4.008 -2.079 -4.698 
Sig. (2-t) 0.046 0.005 0.064 0.001 
STEP 
(Even Weight) 
T-value -3.793 -4.470 -2.520 -7.223 
Sig. (2-t) 0.009 0.003 0.030 0.000 
Wellbeing T-value 1.337 -2.016 2.896 -17.320 
Sig. (2-t) 0.230 0.084 0.018 0.000 




























Y0 v. Y1/Y0 v. Y2 Complete Teacher Survey T-tests (Categorized by FOPI) 











T-value -0.621 -0.798 1.712 1.068 
Sig. (2-t) 0.554 0.451 0.118 0.311 
Behavioral 
Engagement 
T-value 5.724 5.090 2.414 2.864 




T-value -3.237 -3.635 -2.717 -3.643 
Sig. (2-t) 0.014 0.008 0.022 0.005 
Cognitive 
Engagement 
T-value -2.269 -3.084 -1.158 -2.560 




T-value 0.377 0.505 2.598 2.693 
Sig. (2-t) 0.717 0.629 0.027 0.023 
Emotional 
Engagement 
T-value 0.425 0.544 2.741 2.750 
Sig. (2-t) 0.684 0.603 0.021 0.020 
Feelings of 
Belonging 
T-value 1.069 1.498 2.993 3.688 
Sig. (2-t) 0.321 0.178 0.014 0.004 
Independence 
(Even Weight) 
T-value -1.648 -0.847 0.022 1.789 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.143 0.425 0.983 0.104 
Independence T-value -1.423 -0.684 0.347 2.079 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.198 0.516 0.736 0.064 
Interdependence T-value -0.999 -2.231 0.470 -1.532 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.351 0.061 0.648 0.157 
Learning Efforts T-value -1.582 -2.919 -0.003 -0.548 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.158 0.022 0.998 0.596 
Purpose of 
Learning 
T-value -3.944 -3.355 -4.365 -6.119 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.006 0.012 0.001 0.000 
Responsibility T-value -1.200 -0.826 -0.553 0.703 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.269 0.436 0.593 0.498 
Self-control T-value -1.644 -0.310 0.484 2.987 
 Sig. (2-t) 0.144 0.766 0.639 0.014 
Social 
Engagement 
T-value -3.536 -5.023 -2.583 -3.314 
















T-value -1.533 -2.029 0.078 -0.120 
Sig. (2-t) 0.169 0.082 0.939 0.907 
STEP 
(Even Weight) 
T-value -0.961 0.540 0.815 3.286 
Sig. (2-t) 0.368 0.606 0.434 0.008 
Wellbeing T-value -1.873 -1.172 -0.060 0.884 
Sig. (2-t) 0.103 0.279 0.953 0.397 

























Means and Standard Deviations for Major Student STEP Constructs by Fidelity Level for 
Y0, Y1, and Y2 
  Combined Green Yellow 















2.554 0.091 2.512 0.095 2.585 0.078 
Independence Y0 2.955 0.045 2.944 0.045 2.964 0.046 
Interdependence Y0 3.086 0.045 3.077 0.044 3.093 0.047 
Social Engagement Y0 3.084 0.046 3.067 0.052 3.097 0.038 















2.567 0.186 2.476 0.052 2.630 0.221 
Independence Y1 3.007 0.059 3.000 0.044 3.013 0.070 
Interdependence Y1 3.048 0.057 3.027 0.052 3.062 0.058 
Social Engagement   Y1 3.201 0.059 3.182 0.040 3.214 0.068 















2.719 0.299 2.757 0.371 2.691 0.250 
Independence Y2 3.307 0.405 3.470 0.600 3.189 0.079 
Interdependence Y2 3.269 0.093 3.243 0.063 3.288 0.109 
Social Engagement Y2 3.524 0.552 3.737 0.825 3.368 0.090 











Means and Standard Deviations for Major Teacher STEP Constructs by Fidelity Level 
for Y0, Y1, and Y2 
    Combined Green Yellow 
  Year Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Behavioral 
Engagement 
Y0 3.956 0.201 3.902 0.188 3.994 0.211 
Cognitive 
Engagement 
Y0 3.258 0.141 3.214 0.154 3.290 0.129 
Emotional 
Engagement 
Y0 3.574 0.192 3.520 0.208 3.614 0.178 
Independence Y0 3.313 0.196 3.243 0.191 3.364 0.192 
Interdependence Y0 3.502 0.223 3.408 0.249 3.570 0.184 
Social Engagement Y0 3.459 0.184 3.367 0.200 3.525 0.146 
STEP Composite Y0 3.411 0.171 3.350 0.182 3.456 0.156 
Behavioral 
Engagement 
Y1 3.775 0.197 3.709 0.201 3.823 0.189 
Cognitive 
Engagement 
Y1 3.337 0.188 3.343 0.212 3.333 0.179 
Emotional 
Engagement 
Y1 3.449 0.211 3.471 0.213 3.433 0.219 
Independence Y1 3.344 0.185 3.342 0.212 3.345 0.174 
Interdependence Y1 3.522 0.160 3.497 0.166 3.540 0.161 
Social Engagement Y1 3.671 0.185 3.692 0.228 3.657 0.156 
STEP Composite Y1 3.451 0.174 3.449 0.201 3.452 0.162 
Behavioral 
Engagement 
Y2 3.777 0.181 3.766 0.154 3.785 0.205 
Cognitive 
Engagement 
Y2 3.378 0.167 3.369 0.121 3.385 0.200 
Emotional 
Engagement 
Y2 3.471 0.201 3.470 0.147 3.471 0.240 
Independence Y2 3.264 0.164 3.281 0.128 3.252 0.192 
Interdependence Y2 3.647 0.171 3.591 0.113 3.688 0.198 
Social Engagement Y2 3.691 0.107 3.682 0.130 3.696 0.094 










APPENDIX D: An Improved Measure of SEL 
 Aside from its length, the STEP/GRIT instrument has a great many constructs and 
sub-constructs that appear to correlate very poorly across student and teacher editions, 
from year to year, or to any measure of academic performance, particularly after 
controlling for demographic factors. Additionally, the current STEP/GRIT instrument has 
one-question sub-constructs, which are potentially problematic. The revised, short 
version of the STEP/GRIT survey (referred to hereafter as the 2-STEP) was initially 
designed using the following conditions: 
1. Only constructs, sub-constructs, and questions contained in the Y2 editions of 
the student and teacher versions of the STEP/GRIT instrument were 
considered for evaluation in the 2-STEP, as only the Y2 editions reflect the 
designers’ most recent design improvements and research. 
2. Only constructs/sub-constructs with two or more questions were included in 
the 2-STEP. 
3. Only constructs/sub-constructs that were found to have statistically significant 
correlations (p<0.05) with measures of academic performance during Y2 after 
controlling for demographic factors were included in the 2-STEP. 
4. Only constructs/sub-constructs that were found that were found to have a 
correlation coefficient of at least 0.25 during Y2 between the student and 
teacher editions were included in the 2-STEP. 
After applying the aforementioned criteria, only the constructs and sub-constructs listed 







Constructs/Sub-constructs for the 2-STEP: First Iteration 
STEP/GRIT Construct Max. ACT Score r* 
Max. Student/ 
Teacher Survey r** 
No. of Items in 
Construct 
Attitudes Towards  






Civic Engagement 0.032 0.362 3 
Pride in Environment 0.026 0.257 2 
Resilience -0.022 0.383 3 
Self-control 0.121 0.260 10 
Self-regulation -0.031 0.356 3 
Note: * Y2 student survey to ACT score/sub-score correlations. ** Y2 only 
 Even the strongest STEP/GRIT score/sub-score to ACT correlations account for 
extraordinarily small amounts of variance, and the Y2 student-to-teacher edition survey 
correlations are not promising. Nevertheless, they may stand to be an improvement over 
the current STEP/GRIT instrument. Despite efforts to reduce the length of the survey, 
even the 2-STEP remains 29 questions long—a reasonably lengthy survey, but not one so 
extensive that it should be likely to exhaust students. 
 Some of the criteria for creating the 2-STEP were somewhat arbitrary. For 
instance, the minimum student/teacher survey correlation coefficient of 0.25 could have 
just as easily been increased to 0.3. The 0.25 cutoff was selected so that the total number 
of questions remained around 30. This process of instrument revision is imperfect and 
somewhat subjective. The goal is simply to produce something that yields results that are 
more meaningful and is shorter than the current STEP/GRIT instrument. The correlations 
between the composite score calculated from these constructs and ACT scores and sub-








Controlled Correlations to ACT Scores for First Iteration of 2-STEP*  
















Note: * df for all correlations = 10144  
 
 As these results indicate that the first iteration of the 2-STEP has almost no 
relationship to Y2 ACT scores, the researcher made several small changes to the 
instrument. First, Wellbeing was added to the composite score. This was done due to the 
Wellbeing construct correlating reasonably highly with ACT scores, it being only slightly 
below the student/teacher correlational threshold for inclusion in the first iteration of the 
2-STEP, and it being reasonably short (only four questions). Additionally, all Resilience 
and Self-regulation scores were inverted. This yielded the second iteration of the 2-STEP, 
which includes the constructs/sub-constructs contained in Table 82. 
Table 82 
Constructs/Sub-constructs for the 2-STEP: Second Iteration 
STEP/GRIT Construct Max. ACT Score r* 
Max. Student/ 
Teacher Survey r** 
No. of Items in 
Construct 
Attitudes Towards  






Civic Engagement 0.032 0.362 3 
Pride in Environment 0.026 0.257 2 
Resilience (Inverted) 0.022 0.383 3 








Wellbeing 0.159 0.210 5 





 A revised 2-STEP score was calculated using the constructs in the table above by 
way of the uneven-weight scoring model used throughout this section. Controlled 
correlations for Y2 were then calculated, and they can be seen in Table 83.  
Table 83 
Controlled Correlations to ACT Scores for Second Iteration of 2-STEP*** 
















Note: * indicates significance at the 0.05 level. ** indicates significance at 0.01. 
 
 The even-weight 2-STEP Composite score now significantly correlates with all 
ACT scores, and it remains a reasonable 34 questions long. The fact that both Resilience 
and Self-regulation scores were inverted to improve the composite correlation coefficient 
is interesting. The necessity of this inversion is not without logical basis. Kruger and 
Dunning (1999) found that those of lower levels of ability in a specific domain were 
more likely to overestimate their competence than those with higher levels of 
competence. Thus, less resilient students may be more likely to rank themselves as highly 
resilient than are their more resilient peers. This same effect may explain the necessity of 
inverting the Self-regulation score. Students with less developed abilities to regulate 
themselves may well be more likely to think that these abilities are far more robust than 
they really are.  
Why the effect noted by Kruger and Dunning would apply to two domains but not 





would have in these domains. Given their age (generally between 14 and 18), many 
students may have had little opportunity to experientially evaluate their levels of 
Resilience and Self-regulation. 
 Regardless of these that the revised version of the 2-STEP correlates with 
academic performance in a meaningful way, it does appear to work. A complete copy of 
the instrument can be found in the following table (Table 84). For the purposes of this 
research, only a student version of the 2-STEP was developed. A teacher edition may 





















2-STEP (High School Student Edition) 
Construct/Sub-construct Question/Item 
Attitudes Towards School & Teachers I am happy to be at my school. 
-- My classroom is a fun place to be. 
-- My teachers care about how I am doing. 
-- I feel excited about doing work in school. 
-- I think the teachers at my school treat students 
fairly. 
-- I go to school because I love to learn. 
-- I go to school because we do interesting 
things.  
-- I go to school because I like my teachers. 
Civic Engagement I help those less fortunate than myself.  
-- I volunteer in my community. 
-- I participate in charity events. 
Pride in Environment I care how our school looks. 
-- I help keep my school environment clean. 
Resilience (Inverted) I see the bright side in difficult situations. 
-- I think of myself as a strong person. 
-- I manage my anger in a positive way. 
Self-control If I am in trouble, I can think of a good 
solution. 
-- I am confident in myself. 
-- I reach my goals by trying hard.  
-- I make plans before I do something.  
-- I take steps to achieve goals.  
-- I keep track of my progress towards my goals. 
-- I perform tasks in order.  
-- I am lazy. (R) 
-- I use my time wisely. 
-- I do what is most important first. 
Self-regulation (Inverted) I do something to improve myself every 
week. 
-- Distractions rarely keep me from finishing 
tasks. 
-- I make adjustments to plans when needed. 
Wellbeing I spend time with my friends. 
-- I take a break after hard work. 
-- I do something fun every day. 
-- I do things to take care of myself. 
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